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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable RO-
LAND W. BURRIS, a Senator from the 
State of Illinois. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, before You nations rise 

and fall; they grow strong or wither by 
Your design. Help our Nation to em-
brace righteousness and to strive for 
unity and renewal. 

Lord, hasten the coming of Your 
kingdom, where pain, tears, and death 
will be no more. May America’s exam-
ple of right living prompt the world’s 
nations to gather in the light of Your 
presence. Teach all nations the way of 
peace so we may plow up battlefields 
and pound weapons into liberation 
tools. Teach us to talk across bound-
aries as brothers and sisters, united by 
Your love. Today, help our Senators 
and all who labor with them to work 
with a renewed sense of their account-
ability to You. 

We pray in Your sovereign Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 2009. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS, a 
Senator from the State of Illinois, to per-
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BURRIS thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Following the remarks of 
the two leaders, the Senate will pro-
ceed to a period of morning business 
for 1 hour, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the majority controlling the first half 
and the Republicans controlling the 
second half. Following morning busi-
ness, the Senate will begin consider-
ation of H.R. 2892, the Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations Act. 

Around 12:15 today, Senator-elect AL 
FRANKEN will be sworn in to be U.S. 
Senator from the State of Minnesota. 
At 12:30, the Senate will recess to allow 
for the weekly caucus luncheons. Sen-
ators should expect rollcall votes 
throughout the day as we consider the 
Homeland Security Appropriations 
bill. 

Prior to leaving that subject, I hope 
Senators will be ready to offer amend-
ments. We have a rule XVI, but this is 
a wide jurisdiction bill. There should 
be lots of opportunity for people to 
offer amendments. I hope they would 
consider doing their amendments as 
soon as possible. We are not going to 
spend day after day on this bill. We 
need to move appropriations bills as 

quickly as we can. I want people to 
have the opportunity to offer amend-
ments. We will be happy to look at 
time agreements if that is appropriate. 
Without any preconditions, let’s move 
to this bill and get it done as quickly 
as possible. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 2454 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.R. 2454 is 
at the desk. It is my understanding it 
is due for a second reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the bill for 
the second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2454) to create clean energy 

jobs, achieve energy independence, reduce 
global warming pollution and transition to a 
clean energy economy. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object at 
this time to any further proceedings on 
this legislation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. The bill will 
be placed on the Calendar pursuant to 
rule XIV. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Chair. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 
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HEALTH CARE WEEK V, DAY II 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 

American people want health care re-
form. There is no question about that. 
But they have serious concerns about 
some of the proposals coming out of 
Washington, concerns that I have out-
lined on the Senate floor over the past 
few weeks. And Americans are also in-
creasingly concerned about the way 
these proposals are being sold. Specifi-
cally, they are concerned that the 
same mistakes that were made on the 
economic stimulus bill are about to be 
made again—only this time, those mis-
takes would be all but permanent and 
would directly affect every single 
American family. 

Here is what they are concerned 
about: 

Earlier this year, advocates of the 
stimulus said that the bill had to pass 
right away, with minimal scrutiny and 
minimal bipartisan support. They gave 
the American people less than 24 hours 
to review one of the costliest pieces of 
legislation in history, and then they 
hoped for a good result. The reason for 
the rush is clear. Proponents of the 
stimulus were concerned that public 
support would start to fade if people 
got a closer look at the details. So they 
short-changed the debate and over-
promised on results. And now their pre-
dictions are coming back to bite them. 

Here is what they said at the time. 
They said that if the stimulus passed, 

unemployment wouldn’t rise above 8 
percent. Unemployment is now ap-
proaching 10 percent. They said the 
stimulus was necessary to jumpstart 
the economy. Yet now, with about a 
half million jobs lost every month, 
they have started to admit that they 
simply ‘‘misread’’ the economy. 

These were costly mistakes, and we 
can’t take them back. 

But we can prevent these same kinds 
of mistakes on health care. If the stim-
ulus taught us anything it is that 
Americans should be skeptical any 
time someone in Washington rushes 
them into a major purchase with tax-
payer dollars. We would walk away 
from any car salesman who tried to 
rush us into buying a car—even if it 
was a cheap one. 

We should be just as skeptical of a 
lawmaker who tries to do the same 
thing with our tax dollars and trillions 
in borrowed money. And now that 
Americans are hearing the same kinds 
of arguments about health care that we 
heard about the stimulus, the taxpayer 
antenna should begin to go up. 

Now it is time for advocates of a gov-
ernment-run health plan to actually 
take the time to determine what re-
forms will actually save us money and 
increase access to care while pre-
serving the things people like about 
our system. 

Taking time may be frustrating to 
those who want to rush a health care 
bill through Congress before their con-
stituents have a chance to see what 
they are buying. But the fact that the 
public is increasingly concerned about 

government-run health care isn’t rea-
son to rush. It is reason to take the 
time we need to get it right—and to 
make a serious effort to get members 
of both parties to work out reforms 
that a bipartisan majority can agree 
to, several of which I have enumerated 
many times already on the Senate 
floor. 

We should reform our medical liabil-
ity laws to discourage junk lawsuits 
and bring down the cost of care; we 
should encourage wellness and preven-
tion programs that have been success-
ful in cutting costs; we should encour-
age competition in the private insur-
ance market; and we should address 
the needs of small businesses without 
creating new taxes that kill jobs. 

Advocates of government health care 
should also be exceedingly cautious 
about the predictions they make this 
time around. We already know that 
many of the promises that are being 
made about a government-run health 
plan are unrealistic—such as the claim 
that everyone who likes the insurance 
they have will be able to keep it and 
that the cost of such health care pro-
posals won’t add to the national debt. 

As Democrats rushed the stimulus 
funds out the door, they also predicted 
it wouldn’t be wasted. Yet every day 
we hear about another outrageous 
project that it is being used to fund. I 
have listed some of these projects in 
previous floor remarks, such as a $3.4 
million turtle tunnel in Florida. Amer-
icans struggling to hold onto their 
homes and their jobs want to know 
why their tax dollars are being spent 
on such wasteful and needless projects. 

Americans were overpromised on the 
stimulus. This time they want the 
facts. 

Soon, the Government Account-
ability Office will issue a report that 
gives us an even greater sense of the 
problems with the stimulus. I am con-
cerned that this report provide an even 
clearer accounting of the mistakes 
that were made with that bill—and the 
flawed manner in which it was sold to 
the American people. 

Americans who are now waking up to 
headlines about the problems with the 
stimulus don’t want to be told a few 
months from now that the people who 
sold them a government-run health 
care system misread the state of our 
health care industry, or that the 
health care plan they are proposing 
was based on faulty assumptions. 

Americans don’t want to wake up a 
few years from now with their families 
enrolled in a government-run health 
care system because some here in 
Washington decided to rush and spend 
a trillion dollars and let the chips fall 
where they may. 

The American people don’t want us 
to rush through a misguided plan that 
pushes them off of their health insur-
ance and onto a government plan that 
denies, delays, and rations care. On the 
stimulus, Americans saw what happens 
when Democrats rush and spend. When 
it comes to health care, they are de-

manding we take the time to get it 
right. 

f 

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, last 
week, the Supreme Court decided the 
case of Ricci v. DeStefano in which it 
ruled that the city of New Haven, CT, 
unlawfully discriminated against a 
number of mostly White firefighters by 
throwing out a standardized employ-
ment promotion test because some mi-
nority firefighters had not performed 
as well as they had. 

In this case, the Supreme Court was 
correct in my view. The government 
should not be allowed to discriminate 
intentionally on the basis of race on 
the grounds that a race-neutral, stand-
ardized test—which is administered in 
a racially neutral fashion—results in 
some races not performing as well as 
others. 

Yet regardless of where one comes 
out on this question, there are at least 
two aspects of how all nine Justices 
handled this very important case that 
stand in stark contrast to how Judge 
Sotomayor and her panel on the Sec-
ond Circuit handled it—and which call 
into question Judge Sotomayor’s judg-
ment. 

First, this case involves complex 
questions of Federal employment law; 
namely, the tension between the law’s 
protection from intentional discrimi-
nation—known as ‘‘disparate treat-
ment’’ discrimination—and the law’s 
protection from less overt forms of dis-
crimination, known as ‘‘disparate im-
pact’’ discrimination. 

It also involves important constitu-
tional questions—such as whether the 
government, consistent with the 14th 
amendment’s guarantee of equal pro-
tection under the law, may inten-
tionally discriminate against some of 
its citizens in the name of avoiding 
possible discriminatory results against 
other of its citizens. 

Every court involved in this case re-
alized that it involved complex ques-
tions that warranted thorough treat-
ment—every court, that is, except for 
Judge Sotomayor’s panel. The district 
court, which first took up the case, 
spent 48 pages wrestling with these 
issues. The Supreme Court devoted 93 
pages to analyzing them. By contrast, 
Judge Sotomayor’s panel dismissed the 
firefighters’ claims in just 6 sen-
tences—a treatment that her colleague 
and fellow Clinton appointee, Jose 
Cabranes, called ‘‘remarkable,’’ ‘‘per-
functory,’’ and not worthy ‘‘of the 
weighty issues presented by’’ the fire-
fighters’ appeal. 

It would be one thing if the Ricci 
case presented simple issues that were 
answered simply by applying clear 
precedent. But the Supreme Court 
doesn’t take simple cases. And at any 
rate, no one buys that this case was 
squarely governed by precedent, not 
even Judge Sotomayor. 

We know this because in perfunc-
torily dismissing the firefighters’ 
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claims, Judge Sotomayor did not even 
cite a precedent. 

Moreover, she herself joined an en 
banc opinion of the Second Circuit that 
said the issues in the case were ‘‘dif-
ficult.’’ So, to quote the National Jour-
nal’s Stuart Taylor, the way Judge 
Sotomayor handled the important 
legal issues involved in this case was 
‘‘peculiar’’ to say the least. And it 
makes one wonder why her treatment 
of these weighty issues differed so 
markedly from the way every other 
court has treated them and whether 
her legal judgment was unduly affected 
by her personal or political beliefs. 

Second, all nine Justices on the Su-
preme Court said that Judge 
Sotomayor got the law wrong. She 
ruled that the government can inten-
tionally discriminate against one 
group on the basis of race if it dislikes 
the outcome of a race-neutral exam 
and claims that another group may sue 
it. Or, as Judge Cabranes put it, under 
her approach, employers can ‘‘reject 
the results of an employment examina-
tion whenever those results failed to 
yield a desired racial outcome, i.e., 
failed to satisfy a racial quota.’’ 

No one on the Supreme Court, not 
even the dissenters, thought that was a 
correct reading of the law. 

Justice Kennedy’s majority opinion 
said that before it can intentionally 
discriminate on the basis of race in an 
employment matter, the government 
must have a ‘‘strong basis in evidence’’ 
that it could lose a lawsuit by a dis-
gruntled party claiming a discrimina-
tory effect of an employment decision. 
And even Justice Ginsburg and the dis-
senters said that before it inten-
tionally discriminates, the government 
must have at least ‘‘good cause’’ to be-
lieve that it could lose a lawsuit by the 
disgruntled party. 

Not Judge Sotomayor. She evidently 
believes that statistics alone allow the 
government to intentionally discrimi-
nate against one group in favor of an-
other if it claims to fear a lawsuit. 

Stuart Taylor notes why this is prob-
lematic. As he put it, the Sotomayor 
approach would, ‘‘risk converting’’ 
Federal antidiscrimination ‘‘law into 
an engine of overt discrimination 
against high-scoring groups across the 
country and allow racial politics and 
racial quotas to masquerade as vol-
untary compliance with the law.’’ 
Under such a regime, Taylor notes, ‘‘no 
employer could ever safely proceed 
with promotions based on any test on 
which minorities fared badly.’’ 

It is one thing to get the law wrong, 
but Judge Sotomayor got the law real-
ly wrong in the Ricci case, and the New 
Haven firefighters suffered for it. To 
add insult to injury, the perfunctory 
way in which she treated their case in-
dicates either that she did not really 
care about their claims, or that she let 
her own experiences planning and over-
seeing these types of lawsuits with the 
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Edu-
cation Fund affect her judgment in this 
case. 

As has been reported, before she was 
on the bench, Judge Sotomayor was in 
leadership positions with PRLDEF for 
over a decade. While there, she mon-
itored the group’s lawsuits and was de-
scribed as an ‘‘ardent supporter’’ of its 
litigation projects, one of the most im-
portant of which was a plan to sue cit-
ies based on their use of civil service 
exams. In fact, she has been credited 
with helping develop the group’s policy 
of challenging these types of standard-
ized tests. 

Is the way Judge Sotomayor treated 
the firefighters’ claims in the Ricci 
case what President Obama means 
when he says he wants judges who can 
‘‘empathize’’ with certain groups? Is 
this why Judge Sotomayor herself said 
she doubted that judges can be impar-
tial, ‘‘even in most cases’’? It is a trou-
bling philosophy for any judge, let 
alone one nominated to our highest 
court, to convert ‘‘empathy’’ into fa-
voritism for particular groups. 

The Ricci decision is the tenth of 
Judge Sotomayor’s cases that the Su-
preme Court has reviewed. And it is the 
ninth time out of ten that the Supreme 
Court has disagreed with her. In fact, 
she is 0 for 3 during the Supreme 
Court’s last term. 

The President says that only 5 per-
cent of cases that Federal judges de-
cide really matter. I do not know if he 
is right. But I do know that, by neces-
sity, the Supreme Court only takes a 
small number of cases, and it only 
takes cases that matter. And I know 
that in the Supreme Court, Judge 
Sotomayor’s been wrong 90 percent of 
the time. 

In the Ricci case, her third and final 
reversal of this term, Judge Sotomayor 
was so wrong in interpreting the law 
that all nine justices, of all ideological 
stripes, disagreed with her. As we con-
sider her nomination to the Supreme 
Court, my colleagues should ask them-
selves this important question: is she 
allowing her personal or political agen-
da to cloud her judgment and favor one 
group of individuals over another, irre-
spective of what the law says? 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period of morning busi-
ness for 1 hour, with the time equally 
divided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half and the 
Republicans controlling the final half, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois. 

f 

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, Repub-

lican Senate leader Senator MCCON-

NELL has just completed his leadership 
statement. I would like to respond to 
two or three of his points. 

I am not surprised that he opposes 
Sonya Sotomayor, the President’s 
nominee to the Supreme Court. He has 
stated that earlier, that he does not be-
lieve she should take this important 
position. I disagree. Sonya Sotomayor 
comes to us having first been nomi-
nated for a Federal judgeship under Re-
publican President George H.W. Bush 
and then was nominated for a pro-
motion to the circuit level, the next 
higher bench, by President Clinton. So 
she has enjoyed bipartisan support in 
her judicial career. In fact, she brings 
more experience on the bench to the 
Supreme Court if she wins the nomina-
tion, if it is approved by the Senate, 
than any nominee in modern memory. 
So there is no question she was quali-
fied both under a Republican President 
and a Democratic President. Now she 
brings that accumulated experience in 
this effort to be part of the Supreme 
Court. 

I have met her. She has met person-
ally with over 80 Senators and talked 
to them, answering every question 
they had about her background, her ap-
proach to the law. She is an out-
standing candidate. 

Her life story is one that is inspiring 
to all. She was raised in public housing 
in the Bronx, NY. There has been some 
mention of the fact that she was a vol-
unteer attorney for the Puerto Rican 
Legal Defense Fund. It is a fact that 
she is of Puerto Rican national de-
scent. When she was 9 years old, her fa-
ther passed away. Her mother, a very 
strong-willed and energetic person, 
raised her and her brother. Her brother 
is a medical doctor. She is an accom-
plished attorney. She went to Prince-
ton University and graduated with one 
of the highest academic honors and 
then went on to Yale Law School, 
where she also was acknowledged as 
being one of the most outstanding law 
students in her class. 

This is a person who comes to this 
job with a resume that, as a lawyer 
myself, I look at with a great deal of 
envy. She is an extraordinarily gifted 
person. There could be questions raised 
about any judge’s ruling on any case. 
But the fact is, I believe she has a 
record that is unparalleled in terms of 
judicial experience. So I hope those 
who listened to Senator MCCONNELL’s 
remarks will also reflect on the fact 
that Judge Sotomayor is an extraor-
dinarily talented and gifted person. If 
Senator MCCONNELL is going to oppose 
her nomination—it sounds as if he 
will—I hope some on his side of the 
aisle will join us in a bipartisan effort 
to make her part of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

f 

THE ECONOMY FIT 
Mr. DURBIN. Senator MCCONNELL 

was also critical of President Obama, 
the President’s attempt to deal with 
the economy he inherited from the pre-
vious President. The economy was in 
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the worst shape we have seen it since 
the Great Depression when President 
Obama was sworn into office. It was 
not, as he said, his choice to face that 
kind of an issue or challenge, but it 
was the reality of what he faced. He did 
the right thing. He said: I am not going 
to stand idly by and observe this econ-
omy continue to decline, with more 
and more people facing unemployment, 
businesses failing, and people losing 
their savings. I am going to step up and 
try to create jobs, save and create jobs 
here in America so that we do not see 
more people in the unemployment 
lines. 

I supported that. Luckily, three Re-
publican Senators at the time joined 
us; otherwise, we could not have passed 
it. So we had a bipartisan vote sup-
porting President Obama’s recovery 
and reinvestment package. Senator 
MCCONNELL, the Republican leader, op-
posed it. He came to the floor today to 
say that we wasted our money on this 
stimulus package and that we should 
be very skeptical of these things. The 
fact is, the Republicans in the Senate 
had nothing to offer as an alternative. 
Their alternative was to stand idly by 
and watch the economy continue to de-
scend, continue to deteriorate, and 
maybe with a little prayer and hope 
that it would turn around. That is not 
good enough. 

President Obama said: Let’s first, in 
this stimulus package, take at least 40 
percent of all of the funds I am asking 
for and give it back to Americans in 
tax breaks for working families. Fami-
lies need a helping hand, the President 
said. I voted for that. I think that was 
sensible. The President made that deci-
sion. Senator MCCONNELL thinks that 
is wasteful, to give tax breaks to work-
ing families—at least he said it was 
wasted. I do not believe it is wasteful. 
It is a good thing to do to try to revi-
talize the country. 

The President said: Let’s invest in 
what will pay off for a long time to 
come. Let’s put money into infrastruc-
ture, let’s build that which will serve 
our economy and serve America, and 
let’s create good-paying jobs to do it. I 
thought that was sensible. 

The President said: Let’s look to the 
next generation of needs in America. 
Let’s make sure we are investing in en-
ergy projects which will pay back in 
years to come and lessen our depend-
ence on foreign energy sources—an-
other good investment from where I am 
sitting. 

He also said: Give a helping hand to 
those unemployed, a little extra money 
for them each month to get by. It was 
not a lot, but for many families it 
made a difference. 

He also said: Give the unemployed a 
helping hand so they can keep their 
health insurance. If you lose a job, you 
lose your health insurance. Think 
about that if you are trying to raise a 
family. The President said: Let’s try to 
reduce the premiums unemployed peo-
ple will pay. 

Now Senator MCCONNELL comes to 
the floor and said this was a waste of 

time and a waste of money for us to 
make that kind of investment in Amer-
ica. I believe the President did the 
right thing. I would commend to Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, the Republican lead-
er, the latest Pew Poll, which shows 
that when Americans were asked if 
America’s economy is on the right 
track or wrong track, they have come 
in with the highest number—53 percent 
on the right track, 39 percent on the 
wrong track—we have seen in months. 
There is a feeling that we still have a 
long way to go. There are still too 
many people unemployed, too many 
businesses failing. But at least we are 
on the right track toward recovery. It 
may take some time. Nobody predicted 
this would be fast or easy. But the 
President showed leadership, inheriting 
a bad economy and showing leadership 
to deal with it. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. DURBIN. The major thrust of the 

remarks of the Senate Republican lead-
er, day after day, has been in opposi-
tion to health care reform. I will tell 
you that I think the Republican leader 
is out of step with America. America 
understands we need to do something 
about our health care system. We are 
spending twice as much per person for 
health care in America as any nation 
on Earth—twice as much—and the 
medical outcomes, unfortunately, do 
not reflect that kind of major invest-
ment. In other words, we are wasting 
money in our current health care sys-
tem. 

That has to change. So what we need 
to do is preserve those things in our 
health care system today that are good 
and fix the things that are broken, and 
that is what the President has chal-
lenged us to do. This is not something 
new. This challenge has been waiting 
for 15 years since former President 
Clinton tackled it and, unfortunately, 
could not pass it. We have seen our 
health care costs in America continue 
to skyrocket and our costs for health 
insurance following in track. Now we 
have to do something about it. 

Time and again, the Senator from 
Kentucky comes to the floor and says: 
We are rushing into this. I would just 
say to him that in the year 2008 the 
Senate Finance Committee, under 
Chairman MAX BAUCUS, held 10 hear-
ings on health reform and a day-long 
bipartisan summit with the Finance 
Committee’s ranking member, Repub-
lican CHUCK GRASSLEY. This year, the 
Finance Committee has held two re-
form-related hearings, three roundta-
bless, three walk-throughs with policy 
options, and a number of closed-door 
sessions to discuss all of the issues on 
a bipartisan basis. The HELP Com-
mittee, which is another committee of 
the Senate also considering health care 
reform, has held 14 bipartisan roundta-
bless, 13 committee hearings, and 20 
walk-throughs. Democrats are not 
rushing this through. We have taken 
this up in an orderly way, trying to 

analyze one of the most significant 
challenges ever facing Congress. 

Time and again, Senator MCCONNELL 
has also come to the floor and argued 
that Americans should be afraid of 
change, be afraid, be very afraid. He ar-
gued before be afraid of closing Guan-
tanamo; now he is saying be afraid of 
health care reform. This is not a fear-
ful nation. We are a nation which ac-
cepts challenges and does our best to 
try to find solutions. We are a good and 
caring nation of people who want to 
make certain that, at end of the day, 
we reduce the cost of health care for 
everyone, bringing it more in line with 
efficiency and effective medical care, 
and we also pick up the 50 million 
Americans who have no health insur-
ance and give them protection, bring 
them under the umbrella of protection. 
We should not be afraid of that chal-
lenge. Why would we be afraid? We 
know if we don’t tackle it, it will con-
tinue to cost us more and more money. 

One of the things the Senator from 
Kentucky says repeatedly, which is 
just plain wrong, is that under the pro-
posals coming before the Senate, the 
government can take away health in-
surance people have today. I am sorry 
the Senator is not on the floor. I am 
sure some Members of his staff will 
alert him to the fact. I would like to 
read from the language from the HELP 
Committee bill which is presently 
being considered. This language makes 
it abundantly clear,—in fact, says di-
rectly—that we can keep our health 
care plans, that they would not be 
taken away. That is something most 
Americans want to have the benefit of. 
Let me read from the HELP Committee 
bill that will be considered by the Sen-
ate: 

Nothing in this Act or an amendment 
made to this Act shall be construed to re-
quire that an individual terminate coverage 
under a group health plan or health insur-
ance coverage in which such individual was 
enrolled prior to the date of enactment of 
this title. 

That is what it says. If one likes 
their health insurance today, nothing 
we do in health care reform will take 
that way from them. It is expressly 
stated. Time and again, Senator 
MCCONNELL comes to the floor and says 
the opposite: Government is going to 
take away your health insurance. The 
clear language of the bill says: No, that 
is not our intention. That is not what 
we are going to do. 

I am also concerned when I listen to 
the Senator from Kentucky talk about 
government-run health care. He says it 
in negative terms, as if the govern-
ment’s involvement in health insur-
ance and medical care is inherently 
wrong or misguided or ineffective. Here 
are the realities: 45 million Americans 
out of 300 million currently are covered 
by Medicare. Does the Senator from 
Kentucky want to eliminate Medicare, 
a government-run health care plan? I 
am waiting for him to say that. He has 
never said it. Another 60 million Amer-
icans are under Medicaid, which pro-
vides health insurance for the poorest 
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among us and those who are disabled. 
So 105 million Americans today have 
either Medicare or Medicaid. That is a 
third of America being covered by gov-
ernment-run health care. That is a re-
ality. Most Americans understand 
there are very positive things to be 
said for those plans. Would we do with-
out Medicare; would we abolish it? I 
certainly wouldn’t be part of that. In 
over 40 years, Medicare has brought 
peace of mind, dignity, and great med-
ical care to millions of seniors across 
America. I wouldn’t want to see that 
go away. I think it is a program that 
has served us well. 

A question was asked recently by 
CNN: In general, would you favor or op-
pose a program that would increase the 
Federal Government’s influence over 
the country’s health care system in an 
attempt to lower costs and provide 
health care coverage to more Ameri-
cans? The numbers that came back on 
May 15, by CNN: 69 percent of the 
American people favor that statement, 
favor more government involvement in 
health care to reduce cost and expand 
coverage. Only 29 percent oppose. The 
position argued by the Republican 
leader does not reflect America’s feel-
ings about health care. 

If Senator MCCONNELL feels the cur-
rent health care system is fine and we 
should not work to change it, he does 
not, I am afraid, reflect the feelings of 
most Americans. We can do better. We 
need to do better on a bipartisan basis. 
We need cooperation on the Republican 
side of the aisle in a bipartisan effort 
to find real solutions, compromise that 
would not compromise the values of 
our American health care system but 
give people a health care program that 
would not be taken away from them by 
some health insurance company bu-
reaucrat, something the family can af-
ford, something small businesses can 
afford. 

We can do it. We should not be afraid. 
America has tackled bigger challenges 
in the past. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Delaware. 
f 

HONORING JOHN GRANVILLE 

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
once again to speak about the vital 
role our Federal employees play in 
keeping America safe, prosperous, and 
free. 

Just days ago, on the Fourth of July, 
we celebrated the 233rd anniversary of 
our independence. For 233 years, ordi-
nary Americans have chosen to give 
their energy, their time, and their tal-
ents in service to our government. 
Many have given their lives. 

All Federal employees, as I have said 
previously, are bound together by a 
shared sense of duty and willingness to 
sacrifice. 

When the Founders added their sig-
natures to the Declaration of Independ-
ence, they did so with faith in their fel-
low Americans—that the 56 names 

inked on that parchment were joined in 
spirit by millions of others in their 
own day and for generations to come. 

They knew that building a nation re-
quires more than a handful of men. 

It entails the active participation of 
citizens from all walks of life. 

This is why, a decade later, when the 
Framers assembled in Philadelphia to 
draft our Constitution, they did so with 
an expectation that regular citizens 
would be the form and substance of our 
government. 

Indeed, they knew firsthand the 
value of service above self. This virtue 
would lead countless Americans who 
had fought for freedom to become the 
first generation of Federal employees. 

The Founders and Framers had good 
cause to predict such participation 
among citizens beyond their appointed 
role as electors and jurors. The clas-
sical history and writings that influ-
enced them are filled with praise for 
the values of duty and sacrifice that in-
spire public service. 

Many educated Americans in 1776 
were familiar with the story of Hora-
tius the Roman. 

When the armies of a tyrant ap-
proached the walls of Rome, the citi-
zens of its infant republic were called 
to arms. 

Horatius ran across the last bridge 
spanning the Tiber River where he 
alone held off the enemy as his com-
patriots destroyed the bridge behind 
him. With this personal act of courage, 
he prevented the capture of Rome. 

Horatius was not a professional sol-
dier. He was neither an elected leader 
nor a man of high birth. 

But he defended with pride that title 
of honor greater than any other—cit-
izen. He gave his life so that others 
could remain free. 

His act is an example of the kind of 
sacrifices that ordinary citizens are 
willing to make when they know free-
dom is in jeopardy. 

Americans looked to classical figures 
like Horatius in 1776, when their own 
liberty was uncertain. 

It is this common willingness to risk 
safety and personal gain that sets 
apart a commonwealth of citizens from 
a nation of subjects. 

It is these same qualities that make 
our Federal employees so worthy of 
praise. 

On the Fourth of July, I thought 
about ordinary Americans who choose 
to serve their country in often perilous 
situations. Many of them risk harm 
while defending the liberty and values 
that infuse our citizenship with mean-
ing. 

As I have said before, our Federal 
employees exemplify the American 
value of service above self. 

Throughout our history, Federal em-
ployees have traveled to dangerous cor-
ners of the globe, in order to represent 
the American people abroad, promote 
peaceful international cooperation, and 
provide aid to those in need. 

John Granville was one of those who 
felt called to serve his country, even if 

it meant traveling to places where his 
own safety was uncertain. 

A native of Orchard Park, NY, near 
Buffalo, John studied at Fordham and 
Clark Universities before joining the 
Peace Corps. His service in the Corps 
took him to Cameroon, in West Africa, 
from 1997 to 1999. 

While there, he applied for and re-
ceived a Fulbright fellowship to con-
tinue living in that country and con-
duct research on its society and devel-
opment. 

John, committed to serving his coun-
try and helping others, then joined the 
Foreign Service. 

He worked for the U.S. Agency 
for International Development—or 
USAID—in Kenya before heading to 
Sudan in 2005. 

It was a dangerous assignment. That 
year, the Sudanese Government signed 
a cease-fire to end a long civil war in 
that country’s south. John’s assign-
ment was to distribute 75,000 radios to 
rural villagers. 

These radios could be powered by the 
Sun or by handcrank. 

With democratic elections approach-
ing, these radios would give the local 
Sudanese access to uncensored inter-
national news broadcasts. 

As a former member of the Broad-
casting Board of Governors, I can at-
test to the importance of providing ac-
cess to free and uncensored news. It is 
a vital part of developing democratic 
culture and press freedom. It also pro-
motes hope and understanding, which 
help deter the spread of extremist 
views. 

John worked with a dedicated team 
of USAID officials to distribute these 
radios and other aid to rural south Su-
danese. One of his coworkers later said 
that John was ‘‘the glue’’ that held 
their group together and that he kept 
up their spirits throughout the mis-
sion. 

On New Year’s Day, 2008, John was 
gunned down by four militants who 
targeted his car for its diplomatic 
plates. He was only 33 years old. 

His loved ones back home remem-
bered him as an ‘‘unselfish humani-
tarian,’’ a ‘‘consummate professional,’’ 
and someone who ‘‘worked with energy 
and imagination.’’ John was an active 
member of the St. John Vianney 
Church community, and he was a men-
tor who inspired others to follow in his 
footsteps by helping those in need. 

John Granville believed in the impor-
tance of service as part of citizenship. 

He crossed the ocean and stood on 
the other side, like the Roman Hora-
tius at the far end of the bridge, car-
rying out the people’s work and risking 
his own safety in service to his Nation. 

He had told his mother on several oc-
casions that despite the danger of his 
work, he would not want to be doing 
anything else. 

There are thousands of Foreign Serv-
ice officers, USAID workers, and jour-
nalists and employees with the Broad-
casting Board of Governors all over the 
globe. 
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These dedicated men and women 

leave behind family, friends, and com-
munities. Their careers often take 
them through dangerous parts of the 
world, where the threat from crime, 
disease, war, and terrorism is very real. 

All too frequently their sacrifices 
and achievements go unrecognized. On 
occasion, they make the ultimate sac-
rifice. 

Because we just celebrated the 
Fourth of July, let me return for a mo-
ment to the founding generation. 

Those first Americans who sacrificed 
for liberty established more than our 
Republic. They left us with a demo-
cratic legacy that reminds us everyday 
of our rights and our duties as equal 
citizens. 

The descendents of those revolution-
aries, when they designed and orna-
mented this magnificent Capitol, en-
shrined a powerful message. The paint-
ings in the Capitol Rotunda, just steps 
from here, narrate the story of how 
America achieved its greatness. 

They tell not of the force of arms or 
the achievements of a powerful few. 
Rather, taken as a whole, these eight 
paintings celebrate the evolution of 
American citizenship. 

The turning point in this narrative is 
highlighted by Trumbull’s iconic por-
trayal of the drafting of the Declara-
tion of Independence. 

But the last painting in the cycle is 
the most poignant and recalls the cli-
mactic movement in the development 
of our citizenship. 

Washington, at his height of popu-
larity, willingly yields his power and 
authority back to the people by resign-
ing his commission. 

With his sacrifice in that moment, 
the American people were truly free, 
and those who laid out this cycle of 
paintings did so to acclaim this birth 
of American citizenship. 

They remind us that our citizenship 
is a pact between equals, that no Amer-
ican should ever rule arbitrarily over 
another. 

It is this notion of citizenship that 
governs the relationship between the 
American people and our Federal em-
ployees. 

As a commonwealth of citizens, we 
entrust our fellow Americans who work 
in the Federal Government to perform 
that noble task so yearned for by the 56 
men who wrote and signed the Declara-
tion. 

They secure our unalienable rights 
by constituting a government deriving 
its ‘‘just powers from the consent of 
the governed.’’ 

Their hard work and their sacrifices 
protect our lives, preserve our liberty, 
and enable all Americans to pursue 
happiness. 

I call on my colleagues to join me in 
honoring and recognizing the immeas-
urable sacrifice made by John Gran-
ville and all civilian Federal employees 
who gave their lives in service to our 
Nation. 

Their names will forever be inscribed 
on the eternal Declaration that contin-
ually secures our freedom. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time of 
the majority be preserved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, in the 
last few years, I have traveled all over 
this country talking to people about 
health care. After listening to count-
less Americans—including in two town-
hall meetings last week—I proposed in 
the past health care reforms that 
would have ensured health care cov-
erage was more affordable, accessible, 
portable, and suitable for all American 
families. 

Health reforms need to be consistent 
with our American values of freedom, 
choice, and limited government. The 
key to these reforms is to put our citi-
zens in charge of their own health cov-
erage. Rather than being stuck in a job 
because the job provides health care, or 
worse, losing health insurance if the 
economy causes you to lose your job, 
we need to change our system and 
allow Americans to obtain coverage op-
tions with a tax credit for policies not 
limited by State boundaries or govern-
ment dictates. 

Just this past week, I had the great 
good fortune to visit two of the finest 
health care institutions in this coun-
try. First, I spent time with hundreds 
of patients, doctors, nurses, and health 
care leaders at the world-renowned MD 
Anderson Cancer Center in Houston, 
TX. I heard from patients who had 
come to this center of excellence from 
90 countries and States, including Ari-
zona. Why do patients come to the 
United States of America from all over 
the world? It is because the highest 
quality health care is in the United 
States of America. And I repeat, the 
fundamentals of this discussion and de-
bate sometimes go astray from the fact 
that the highest quality health care in 
the world is available in the United 
States of America. The key to it and 
our challenge is to make that health 
care available and affordable to all 
Americans. The path we are on will de-
stroy the quality of that coverage and 
will, in fact, make health care the 
same as it is in other countries. The 
reason they leave there is to get high- 
quality health care in the United 
States of America. It is the best—our 

system—because innovation and tech-
nology are allowed to flourish. 

Later in the week, in my home State 
of Arizona, I visited one of the premier 
children’s hospitals in the country. 
Phoenix Children’s Hospital is a des-
tination medical facility for children 
all around the Southwest and in the 
country. At Phoenix Children’s Hos-
pital, I also met with patients, physi-
cians, nurses, medical executives, and 
average Arizonans. During this visit, 
not one health care provider in Phoe-
nix told me they wanted more govern-
ment control over health care. In fact, 
they told me the opposite. PCH has ex-
perience with Medicaid, and time after 
time I was told of the problems pro-
viders face every day with the govern-
ment Medicaid Program. The program 
is a vital safety net for the low income, 
but we have to recognize the important 
lessons we have already learned about 
government running health care pro-
grams. 

During these events, I was repeatedly 
told that we need reform. They also 
told me about the problems they face 
in the government-controlled Medicare 
and Medicaid Programs, both with 
massive unfunded liabilities. They 
want a stable system that keeps costs 
under control, gets everyone covered, 
pays fairly, encourages innovation, and 
maintains America’s standing as pro-
viding the best health care in the 
world. But none of them told me we 
need more government control of 
health care or government-controlled 
health insurance. 

I have listened to Americans. But I 
am worried they are not being heard 
here in Congress by those who control 
the agenda in the White House and the 
Senate. If President Obama and the 
Democratic leaders were listening, we 
would not have a bill before us that 
costs too much, taxes too much, covers 
too few, and puts government in con-
trol at every turn. 

This country has fought for over 200 
years for the fundamental values that I 
fear are being eroded by the other 
side’s appetite for one-size-fits-all gov-
ernment control of one of our most 
cherished economic gems. 

First, this administration takes over 
the banking industry. Then they take 
over the auto industry. Along the way, 
they tell us $787 billion in more and 
bigger government, along with $1.8 tril-
lion of debt this year alone, is the an-
swer to our ailing economy. Now they 
are telling the American people they 
were not aware of the economic situa-
tion and, guess what, they are going to 
want another stimulus package. I 
think that idea would be soundly re-
jected by the American people. And 
now they are telling the American peo-
ple that we must rush to pass a new 
government health care plan that we 
cannot pay for, will increase taxes, and 
kill jobs. We are talking about one- 
sixth of the gross national product of 
America. And it is pretty obvious the 
other side wants to jam this through in 
the next 4 weeks. We should not do 
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that. They still have not come up with 
ways to pay for this grandiose takeover 
of the American health care system. 

Americans are losing health care cov-
erage every day. And it gets back to 
the issue of affordability, not quality. 
But the Democrats cannot produce leg-
islation that responsibly makes cov-
erage available to all Americans with-
out trillions of dollars in new spending. 

This weekend, after a 4-week delay, 
we finally received new provisions in 
their new government-run health care 
plans. Here is what we know about the 
legislation before us: 

The Congressional Budget Office says 
the preliminary cost estimate for the 
new language they reviewed was nearly 
$900 billion in new spending. The other 
side says this is a cost reduction from 
an earlier version of the bill. Do not be 
fooled by the smoke and mirrors. After 
an inexplicable 4-year phase-in that 
delays several provisions in the Demo-
cratic bill in an effort to hide costs 
through accounting techniques, the bill 
will actually spend $1.5 trillion when it 
is fully implemented. And that is not 
counting the hundreds of billions of 
dollars in new Medicaid spending prom-
ised by that legislation. 

CBO also tells us the HELP Com-
mittee bill still leaves over 30 million 
Americans without coverage. Mr. 
President, for all the spending being 
proposed, don’t you think we should be 
covering more than 40 percent of the 
uninsured? When the final numbers 
come in, don’t be surprised if the cost 
of this ‘‘rush’’ proposal is at or above $2 
trillion. What is worse, the sponsors 
cannot tell us how we will pay for such 
a massive price tag. 

My colleagues and I plan to continue 
talking to the American public. I sug-
gest the other side in the Senate talk 
to all Americans about what they need 
rather than making these decisions for 
them. 

Again, Mr. President, we cannot risk 
running through a legislative proposal 
in the next 4 to 5 weeks and be sure 
that we are not making serious and 
fundamental mistakes. And the serious 
and fundamental mistake is the ap-
proach to this legislation, which is, the 
quality of health care in America can 
and must be preserved; it is the cost 
that needs to be brought under control. 
We can bring those costs under control 
by innovative techniques, by competi-
tion, by allowing Americans to go all 
across America to get the health insur-
ance of their choice—the same way we 
have been able to reduce costs in other 
sectors of our economy, as technology 
has improved the quality of our lives. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

am glad I was here to listen to the 
thoughtful comments of the Senator 
from Arizona. His leadership on the 
HELP Committee in trying to help 
make certain we help Americans have 
access to health care they can afford 
and that we do that in a way that 

leaves them with a government they 
can afford and with choices so they do 
not have government in between them-
selves and their doctors has been very 
important. I thank him for his leader-
ship. 

f 

TAXPAYER STOCK OWNERSHIP 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the 

Senator talked about spending and 
debt. During my week in Tennessee 
last week, if I heard about anything, it 
was about too much debt. People are 
genuinely worried about the amount of 
new debt and spending in Washington. 
But if I heard anything else last week, 
it was about too many Washington 
takeovers. Senator MCCAIN mentioned 
some of them. He mentioned banking. 
He talked about, perhaps, student 
loans. He mentioned the health care in-
dustry. And he mentioned the auto-
mobile industry, which is what I would 
like to talk about for a few minutes 
this morning. 

Yesterday was good news for General 
Motors. The judge in the bankruptcy 
case apparently approved a plan that 
by the end of the week should free Gen-
eral Motors from bankruptcy, and we 
could have a new GM, for which I wish 
great success because General Motors 
has made great contributions to our 
State of Tennessee over the last 25 
years. Its Saturn plant has helped to 
attract hundreds of suppliers and has 
produced a good car, although they 
never made any money for one reason 
or another. But they made a great con-
tribution to our State. So the good 
news is General Motors is going to get 
out of bankruptcy. The bad news is 
that the U.S. Government still owns 61 
percent of General Motors, as well as 
about 8 percent of Chrysler. And it was 
paid for with real dollars. 

Mr. President, $50 billion or so in tax-
payer dollars went to buy 61 percent of 
General Motors. Well, I have a solution 
which I would like to discuss, offered 
by the Senator from Utah, Mr. BEN-
NETT; the Senator from Arizona, Mr. 
KYL; the Senator from Kentucky, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, other Senators, and my-
self. Our legislation would direct the 
Department of the Treasury, within 1 
year after General Motors comes out of 
bankruptcy, to distribute all of the 
government stock in General Motors 
and in Chrysler to the 120 million 
Americans who pay taxes on April 15— 
in other words, a stock dividend. We 
want to give the stock to the people 
who paid for it. The idea is pretty sim-
ple: I paid for it, I ought to own it. Not 
only would that stop the incestuous po-
litical meddling that seems to go on 
here in Washington with General Mo-
tors—Washington cannot seem to keep 
its hands off the car company—it 
would also create an investor fan base 
of 120 million Americans who might be 
interested in the success of General 
Motors or be a little more interested 
than they are today. 

Think of the Green Bay Packers. The 
fans own the team, and the fans are 

even a little bit more interested in who 
the quarterback might be than they 
might otherwise be. Well, if 120 million 
Americans owned a little bit of General 
Motors, the New GM, they might be a 
little more interested in the next 
Chevy and it might help General Mo-
tors succeed. 

I can suggest one thing that will 
make sure the company does not suc-
ceed, and that is to keep the ownership 
of General Motors in Washington, DC, 
with meddling politics interfering with 
the executives and the workers who are 
designing and building and selling 
cars—or who, I might say, ought to be 
designing, building, and selling cars. 

Madam President, about how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND). The Senator has 6 min-
utes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, 
Madam President. 

When I first suggested that what we 
ought to do is just give the stock to 
taxpayers, I think some of my col-
leagues thought I might be being face-
tious. But this is a very normal cor-
porate event. It is called a stock dis-
tribution or a corporate spinoff. In 
1969, Procter & Gamble did a spinoff 
with Clorox, its subsidiary. Procter & 
Gamble decided its Clorox subsidiary 
was not a part of the core business of 
Procter & Gamble anymore, so it sim-
ply gave shares of Clorox to people who 
owned the major company, Procter & 
Gamble. Time Warner did it with Time 
Warner Cable in March of 2009. PepsiCo 
did it with its restaurant business in 
1997 by spinning off KFC, Pizza Hut, 
and Taco Bell. 

If you stop and think about it, it is 
the simplest way to solve the problem. 
The President has said he does not 
want to micromanage General Motors 
and that he plans to sell it. But the 
President himself has already fired the 
president of General Motors, put in the 
board, and called the mayor of Detroit 
and said he believes the headquarters 
ought to be in Detroit instead of War-
ren, MI. Next, you have the chairman 
of the House Financial Services Com-
mittee calling up General Motors say-
ing: Don’t close a warehouse in my dis-
trict. Senators from Tennessee and 
Michigan and other States are saying: 
Please put a plant in our states. We 
have at least 60 Congressional commit-
tees and subcommittees that could 
have the General Motors and Chrysler 
executives drive their congressionally 
approved hybrid cars to Washington to 
testify all day when they ought to be 
home trying to figure out how to make 
a car that would sell better than a Toy-
ota or a Nissan or a Honda or some 
other company. 

So let’s get the stock out of Wash-
ington and into the hands of the tax-
payers. 

Madam President, I have twice pre-
sented a car czar award to try to put a 
spotlight on the political meddling in 
Washington, DC. Once I gave it to BAR-
NEY FRANK, the chairman of the House 
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Financial Services Committee, who 
called up the General Motors president 
and said: Don’t close a warehouse in 
my district, and General Motors did 
not close the plant. Once I gave the 
award to myself and others, who met 
with GM people and said: Please put a 
plant in our district. Today I would 
like to present it to a real car czar. 

In the June 1 Wall Street Journal, 
there is an article by Lieutenant Gen-
eral Pacepa, who was literally the car 
czar of Romania. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that following my remarks, 
this article about what Lieutenant 
General Pacepa learned as car czar be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President, 

basically, he says: 
The United States is far more powerful 

than Great Britain was then, and no Amer-
ican Attlee should be capable of destroying 
its solid economic and political base. I hope 
that the U.S. administration, Congress, and 
the American voters will take a closer look 
at history and prevent our automotive indus-
try from following down the [road of the Ro-
manian cars.] 

He cites many examples. For exam-
ple, how the President of Romania de-
creed that the Oltcit parts were to be 
manufactured at 166 existing Romanian 
factories in parts of the country that 
corresponded to the voting districts. I 
can see that happening in the United 
States. We already have Congressmen 
saying: Don’t buy a battery in South 
Korea; buy one made in my congres-
sional district. General Motors might 
be buying a battery from South Korea 
because it would make the Chevy Volt 
a success. 

In the New York Times in 1989, there 
was an article talking about Soviet 
cars called the Lada, which were the 
brunt of many jokes, and the difficulty 
the Soviet Union had coming out of 
perestroika and glasnost. 

There were jokes such as: What do 
you call a Lada with twin tailpipes? A 
wheelbarrow. 

Why do Ladas have heated rear win-
dows? So you can keep your hands 
warm when you are pushing them in 
the snow. 

We politicians don’t know anything 
about making cars. We should not pre-
tend we do. The American people know 
that. They don’t like the fact that the 
federal government has spent more 
than $50 billion bailing out the car 
companies, but the American people 
like it worse that we in Congress are 
sitting on 60 committees and sub-
committees acting as if we are going to 
help the auto companies succeed. The 
single most important thing we can do 
to celebrate General Motors coming 
out of bankruptcy this week is to pass 
legislation we have offered, which 
would give all of the stock the govern-
ment has in General Motors and Chrys-
ler, within 1 year, to the 120 million 
Americans who pay taxes on April 15. 

The rationale is very simple: They 
paid for it; they should own it. That 

would begin to stop this trend we are 
seeing every day and every month in 
Washington of too many Washington 
takeovers and move us back in the di-
rection we ought to go to rebuild a 
great car company and get jobs flowing 
in this country again. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

WHAT I LEARNED AS A CAR CZAR 
(By Ion Mihai Pacepa) 

They say history repeats itself. If you are 
like me and have lived two lives, you have a 
good chance of seeing the re-enactment with 
your own eyes. The current takeover of Gen-
eral Motors by the U.S. government, and 
United Auto Workers makes me think back 
to Romania’s catastrophic mismanagement 
of the car factories it built jointly with the 
French companies Renault and Citroen. I 
was Romania’s car czar. 

When the Romanian dictator Nicolae 
Ceausescu, decided in the mid-1960s that he 
wanted to have a car industry, he chose me 
to start the project rolling. In the land of the 
blind, the one-eyed man is king. I knew 
nothing about manufacturing cars, but nei-
ther did anyone else among Ceausescu’s top 
men. However, my father had spent most of 
his life running the service department of 
the General Motors affiliate in Bucharest. 

My job at the time was as head of the Ro-
manian industrial espionage program. 
Ceausescu tasked me to mediate the pur-
chase of a minimum, basic license for a 
small car from a major Western manufac-
turer, and then to steal everything else need-
ed to produce the car. 

Three Western companies competed for the 
honor. Ceausescu decided on Renault, be-
cause it was owned by the French govern-
ment (all Soviet bloc rulers distrusted pri-
vate companies). We ended up with a license 
for an antiquated and about-to-be-discon-
tinued Renault-12 car, because it was the 
cheapest. ‘‘Good enough for the idiots,’’ 
Ceausescu decided, showing what he thought 
of the Romanian people. He baptized the car 
Dacia, to commemorate Romania’s 2,000-year 
history, going back to Dacia Felix, as the an-
cient Romans called that part of the world. 
In that government-run economy, symbolism 
was the most important consideration, espe-
cially when it came to things in short supply 
(such as food). 

‘‘Too luxurious for the idiots,’’ Ceausescu 
decreed when he saw the first Dacia car 
made in Romania. Immediately, the radio, 
right side mirror and backseat heating were 
dropped. Other ‘‘unnecessary luxuries’’ were 
soon eliminated by the bureaucrats and their 
workers’ union that were running the fac-
tory. The car that finally hit the market was 
a stripped-down version of the old, stripped- 
down Renault 12. ‘‘Perfect for the idiots,’’ 
Ceausescu approved. Indeed, the Romanian 
people, had never before had any car, came 
to cherish the Dacia. 

For the Western market, however, the 
Dacia was a nightmare, To the best of my 
knowledge, no Dacia car was ever sold in the 
U.S. 

Ceausescu, undaunted, was determined to 
see Romanian cars running around in every 
country in the world. He tasked me to buy 
another Western license, this time to 
produce a car tailored for export. Oltcit was 
the name of the new car—an amalgam made 
from the words Oltenia, Ceausescu’s native 
province, and the French car maker Citroen, 
which owned 49% of the shares. Oltcit was 
projected to produce between 90,000 and 
150,000 compact cars designed by Citroen. 

Ceausescu micromanaged Oltcit, but he 
didn’t even know how to drive a car, much 
less run a car industry. To save the foreign 

currency he coveted, he decreed that the 
components for the Oltcit were to be manu-
factured at 166 existing Romanian factories. 
Coordinating 166 plants to have them deliver 
all the parts on time would be a monumental 
job even for an experienced car producer. It 
proved impossible for the Romanian bu-
reaucracy, which pretended to work and was 
paid accordingly. The Oltcit factory could 
produce only 1% to 1.5% of its intended ca-
pacity owing to the lack of the parts that 
those 166 companies were supposed to furnish 
simultaneously. The Oltcit project lost bil-
lions. 

Ceausescu was an extreme case, but auto-
mobile manufacturing and government were 
never a good mix in any socialist/communist 
country. In the late 1950s; when I headed Ro-
mania’s foreign intelligence station in West 
Germany, I worked closely with the foreign 
branch of the East German Stasi. Its chief, 
Markus Wolf, rewarded me with a Trabant 
car—the pride of East Germany—when I left 
to return to Romania. 

That ugly little car became famous in 1989 
when thousands of East Germans used it to 
cross to the West. The Trabant originally de-
rived from a well regarded West German car 
(the DKW) made by Audi, which today pro-
duces some of the most prestigious cars in 
the world. In the hands of the East German 
government, the unfortunate DKW became a 
farce of a car. The bureaucrats and union 
that ran the Trabant factory made the car 
smaller and boxier, to give it a more prole-
tarian look. To reduce production costs, they 
cut down on the size of the original, already 
small DKW engine, and they replaced the 
metal body with one made of plastic-covered 
cardboard. What rolled off the assembly line 
was a kind of horseless carriage that roared 
like a lawn mower and polluted the air worse 
than a whole city block full of big Western 
cars. 

After German reunification, the plucky lit-
tle ‘‘Trabi’’ that East Germans used to wait 
10 years to buy became an embarrassment, 
and its production was stopped. Germany’s 
junkyards are now piled high with Trabants, 
which cannot be recycled because burning 
their plastic-covered cardboard bodies would 
release poisonous dioxins. German scientists 
are now trying to develop a bacterium to de-
vour the cardboard-and-plastic body. 

Automobile manufacturing and govern-
ment do not mix in capitalist countries ei-
ther. In the spring of 1978 Ceausescu ap-
pointed me chief of his Presidential House, a 
new position supposed to be similar to that 
of the White House chief of staff. To go with 
it he gave me a big Jaguar car, That Jaguar, 
which at the time had been produced in a 
government-run British factory, was so bad 
that it spent more time in the garage being 
repaired than it did on the road. 

‘‘Apart from some Russian factories in 
Gorky, Jaguars were the worst,’’ Ford execu-
tive Bill Hayden stated when Ford bought 
the nationalized British car maker in 1988. 
How did the famous Jaguar, one of the most 
prestigious cars in the world, become a joke? 

In 1945, the British voters, tired of four 
years of war, kicked out Winston Churchill 
and elected a leftist parliament led by 
Labour’s Clement Attlee. Attlee nationalized 
the automobile, trucking and coal indus-
tries, as well as communication facilities, 
civil aviation, electricity and steel. Britain 
was already saddled by crushing war debts. 
Now it was sapped of economic vigor. The old 
empire quickly passed into history. It would 
take decades until Margaret Thatcher’s pri-
vatization reforms restored Britain’s place 
among the world’s top-tier economies. 

The United States is far more powerful 
than Great Britain was then, and no Amer-
ican Attlee should be capable of destroying 
its solid economic and political base. I hope 
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that the U.S. administration, Congress and 
the American voters will take a closer look 
at history and prevent our automotive indus-
try from following down the Dacia, Oltcit or 
Jaguar path. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, 
how much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
12 minutes remaining. 

f 

SOTOMAYOR NOMINATION 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
express my appreciation to the Senator 
from Tennessee for his insightful com-
ments. Indeed, it is a tangled web we 
create when we first start to regulate. 
It is a tangled web, too, when we start 
owning automobile companies which 
we know nothing about. Madam Presi-
dent, we are looking forward to next 
week and working as hard as we can to 
ensure that we have a very fine con-
firmation hearing in the Judiciary 
Committee for the judge nominated to 
be a Justice of the Supreme Court by 
President Obama, Judge Sotomayor. I 
will share a few thoughts about that 
and some matters that I think are im-
portant for my colleagues to think 
about as they study this issue and 
work to do the right thing about it. 

The President’s nominee is, of 
course, his nominee, and it is our re-
sponsibility—and the only opportunity 
the American people have to know any-
thing about this process is the hearing 
in which the nominee has to answer 
questions and respond. Senators will 
make comments and ask questions. 

When we elevate one of our citizens 
to a Federal judgeship, we give them 
an awesome responsibility, and par-
ticularly so when elevated to the Su-
preme Court. They are the final word 
on our Constitution, how the Constitu-
tion and our laws are to be interpreted. 
Some judges, I have to say, have not 
been faithful in their responsibilities. 
They have allowed personal views and 
values to impact them, in my view. We 
ask them as judges to take on a dif-
ferent role than they have in private 
practice. We ask them to shed their 
personal beliefs, their personal bias 
and, yes, their personal experiences. 
We ask them to take an oath to impar-
tial justice. 

Our wonderful judicial system—the 
greatest the world has ever seen—rests 
upon this first principle. It is an adver-
sarial system that is designed to 
produce, through cross-examination 
and other rules and procedures, truth— 
objective truth. The American legal 
system is founded on a belief in objec-
tive truth and its ascertainability. 
This is a key to justice. 

But in this postmodern world, our 
law schools and some intellectuals tend 
to be of a view that words don’t really 
have meaning; words are just matters 
some politically powerful group got 
passed one day, and they don’t have 
concrete meanings and you don’t have 
to try to ascertain what they meant. 

And, indeed, a good theory of law is to 
allow the judge to update it, change it, 
or adopt how they would like it to be. 

I suggest this is not a healthy trend 
in America. It impacts this Nation 
across the board in so many ways. But 
I think it is particularly pernicious, 
when it comes to the law, if that kind 
of relativistic mentality takes over. 

This notion of blind justice, objec-
tivity, and impartiality has been in our 
legal system from the beginning, and it 
should not be eroded. Every judge 
takes this oath. I think it sums up so 
well the ideals of the fabulous system 
we have. A judge takes this oath: 

I do solemnly swear that I will administer 
justice without respect to persons, and do 
equal right to the poor and to the rich, and 
that I will faithfully and impartially dis-
charge and perform all the duties incumbent 
upon me under the Constitution and laws of 
the United States, so help me God. 

Well, I guess the Court hasn’t gotten 
around to striking their oath yet—at 
least that part that says ‘‘so help me 
God.’’ Those phrases have certainly 
been attacked around the country by 
Federal judges, in many instances. 
This oath—I have to say this—stands 
in contrast to the President’s standard 
for judicial nominees. 

I am concerned, based on her speech-
es and statements, that it may also be 
the judicial philosophy of Judge 
Sotomayor. 

In 2005, then-Senator Obama ex-
plained that 5 percent of cases, he be-
lieves, are determined by ‘‘one’s deep-
est values and core concerns . . . and 
the depth and breadth of one’s empa-
thy.’’ He means a judge’s personal core 
concerns, values, and empathy. 

Well, according to the President, in 5 
percent of the cases where issues are 
close, that is acceptable. I think we 
must draw from his statement that it 
is acceptable for judges to not set aside 
their personal beliefs, not discard per-
sonal bias, not dispense with their per-
sonal experiences as they make rul-
ings, as they decide cases, which is 
what judges do. 

According to the President, in 5 per-
cent of cases, Lady Justice should re-
move her blindfold, take a look at the 
litigants, and then reach out and place 
her thumb on the scales of justice on 
one side or the other. I think this is a 
dangerous departure from the most 
fundamental pillar of our judicial sys-
tem—judicial impartiality. That is why 
judges are given lifetime appoint-
ments. They are supposed to be unbi-
ased and impartial. 

Whatever this new empathy standard 
is, it is not law. It is more akin to poli-
tics than law. Whenever a judge puts 
his or her thumb on the scale of justice 
in favor of one party or another, the 
judge necessarily disfavors the other 
party. For every litigant who benefits 
from this so-called empathy, there will 
be another litigant who loses not be-
cause of the law or the facts, but be-
cause the judge did not empathize or 
identify with them. 

What is empathy? Is this your per-
sonal feeling that you had a tough 

childhood or some prejudice that you 
have—you are a Protestant or a Catho-
lic or your ethnicity or your race or 
some bias you brought with you to life 
and to the court? Is that what empathy 
is? Well, it has no objective meaning, 
and that is why it is not a legal stand-
ard. The oath of ‘‘impartiality’’ to 
‘‘equal justice to the rich and the poor 
alike’’ is violated when such things in-
fect the decisionmaking process. 

With this as his stated standard, the 
President nominated Judge Sonia 
Sotomayor for the Supreme Court of 
the United States. Thus far our review 
of her record suggests that she may 
well embrace the President’s notion of 
empathy, and I will share a few 
thoughts on that. 

On a number of occasions over the 
years, Judge Sotomayor delivered a 
speech entitled ‘‘Women in the Judici-
ary.’’ In it she emphasizes that she ac-
cepts the proposition that a judge’s 
personal experiences affect judicial 
outcomes: 

In short, I accept the proposition that a 
difference will be made by the presence of 
women on the bench and that my experi-
ences will affect the facts that I choose to 
see as a judge. 

In fact, in one speech, she rejected 
another woman judge’s view that a 
woman and a man should reach the 
same decision in a case. She explicitly 
rejected that concept. She reaffirms: 

I simply do not know exactly what that 
difference will be in my judging, but I accept 
there will be some [differences] based on my 
gender and the experiences it has imposed on 
me. 

I think this would tend to be a rejec-
tion of even the aspiration, the ideal, 
of impartiality that is fundamental to 
our legal system and our freedoms. 

In a later speech, Judge Sotomayor 
takes a giant step, expressing a desire 
to draw upon her experiences in her 
judging. She states: 

Personal experiences affect the facts 
judges choose to see. My hope is that I will 
take the good from my experiences and ex-
trapolate them further into areas with which 
I am unfamiliar. I simply do not know ex-
actly what that difference will be in my 
judging. But I accept that there will be some 
based on my gender and my Latina heritage. 

Well, are the days now gone when 
judges should see their taking office as 
a commitment to set aside their per-
sonal experiences, biases, and views 
when they put on the robe? Gone are 
the days when judges even aspire to be 
impartial. 

In that same speech, which has been 
given a number of times, Judge 
Sotomayor goes a step further, saying: 

I willingly accept that we who judge must 
not deny the differences resulting from expe-
rience and heritage, but attempt continu-
ously to judge when those opinions, sym-
pathies and prejudices are appropriate. 

She says a judge should attempt con-
tinuously to judge when those opin-
ions, sympathies, and prejudices are 
appropriate. That means that a judge’s 
prejudices are appropriate to use in the 
decisionmaking process. 

I find this to be an extraordinary ju-
dicial philosophy. Some might say you 
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are making too much of it, that empa-
thy sounds fine to me; I don’t have any 
problem with that. Empathy is great, 
perhaps, if you are the beneficiary of 
it. The judge is empathetic with you, 
your side of the argument, but it is not 
good if you are on the wrong side of the 
argument, if you don’t catch a judge’s 
fancy or fail to appeal to a shared per-
sonal experience. 

This approach to judging, as ex-
pressed in her speeches and writings, 
appears to have played an important 
part in the New Haven firefighters’ 
case Senator MCCONNELL mentioned 
earlier. These are the 17 firefighters 
who followed all the rules, studied for 
the test. It was publicly set out how 
the promotions would take place in 
that department. A number of people 
passed, but a number of people did not, 
and there were a number of minorities 
who did not pass. They wanted to 
change the test after it had been car-
ried out, to change the rules of the 
game after it had been carried out be-
cause they did not like the results. 
This is a results-oriented question. 

Bowing to political pressure, the city 
government looked only at the test re-
sults and the statistical data and 
changed the rules of the game. They 
threw out the test. This was challenged 
by the persons who passed. The district 
judge then agreed with the city in a 48- 
or-so-page opinion. It was appealed to 
Judge Sotomayor’s court. In one para-
graph only, she agreed with that deci-
sion, even though it raised funda-
mental, important constitutional ques-
tions, important questions. 

She concluded that the complaining 
firefighters were not even entitled to a 
trial, that the pretrial motions were 
sufficient to deny them the remedy 
they sought and to affirm the city’s 
opinion in one paragraph. 

The U.S. Supreme Court disagreed. 
They wrote almost 100 pages in their 
opinion, and all nine Justices voted to 
reverse the opinion. It was not 5 to 4. 
Five of the Justices, the majority, 
ruled that based on the facts in evi-
dence that had been presented prior to 
trial, the firefighters were entitled to 
total victory and be able to win their 
lawsuit. This is a pretty significant re-
versal, I have to say. 

The question is: Did she allow her 
prior experiences and beliefs to impact 
her decision in that case? I point out 
that she was an active member of the 
Puerto Rican Legal Defense Fund, 
where she spent a number of years 
working on cases such as this and fil-
ing litigation and challenging pro-
motion policies in cities around the 
country, which is a legitimate thing 
for a group to do. But they did take a 
very aggressive standard criticizing 
tests and the standardized process of 
testing. 

Of course, her stated philosophy is 
that a judge should use life experiences 
in reaching decisions. We do know she 
believes a judge is empowered to utilize 
his or her personal ‘‘opinions, sym-
pathies, and prejudices’’ in deciding 

cases. We do know her particular life 
experiences with the Legal Defense 
Fund were contrary to the claims 
brought by the New Haven firefighters. 
We know she was a leader and board 
member and chair of that organiza-
tion’s litigation committee. According 
to the New York Times, she ‘‘met fre-
quently with the legal staff of the orga-
nization to review the status of cases.’’ 
According to the New York Times, 
‘‘she was involved and was an ardent 
supporter of their various legal ef-
forts.’’ She oversaw, as a board member 
and litigation chair, several cases in-
volving the New York City Department 
of Sanitation, which challenged a pro-
motion policy because Hispanics com-
prised 5.2 percent of the test takers but 
only 3.8 percent had passed the test. 
They declared that was an unfair result 
and challenged the test. Another in-
volved the New York City Police De-
partment on behalf of the Hispanic Po-
lice Society. Another one involved po-
lice officers in a discrimination case 
challenging the New York Police De-
partment’s lieutenants exam, claiming 
that exam was biased. 

Under her leadership, the Puerto 
Rican Legal Defense Fund, before she 
became a judge, involved itself in a se-
ries of cases designed to attack pro-
motion exams because the group con-
cluded that after the fact, after the 
test, not enough minorities were being 
promoted. It sounds a lot like this fire-
fighters case we talked a good bit 
about so far. 

We are left to wonder what role did 
the judge’s personal experiences play 
when she heard the case. Did her per-
sonal views, as she has stated, ‘‘affect 
the facts she chose to see?’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, 
those are important questions, and we 
will ask about them and give her full 
and ample opportunity to respond. I 
did wish to raise these issues. 

The firefighters were denied pro-
motion, and under her stated philos-
ophy, her prior background, they are 
left to wonder: Was perhaps the reason 
they lost in her court because she 
brought her background and her preju-
dices to bear on the case and did not 
give them a fair chance? Very few cases 
are taken by the Supreme Court, but 
the Supreme Court did take this one, 
to the benefit of the firefighters, and 
reversed this decision. All nine Jus-
tices concluded the decision was im-
properly done and should be reversed, 
and five of them rendered a verdict in 
favor of the firefighters on the record 
as existed then. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, it is 
my understanding the Senator from 
North Carolina is going to make a 
unanimous consent request; is that 
correct? 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, the 
Senator is correct. I believe the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, as well. I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized 
after the Senator from Nebraska, it is 
my understanding, for up to 10 minutes 
as in morning business. 

Mr. DURBIN. The time suggested for 
the Senator from Nebraska is how 
much? 

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
anticipate 10 minutes, and I ask unani-
mous consent to speak for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. My only hesitation is 
the fact that we are having a Senator 
sworn in at 12:15 p.m., and there is 
going to be a speech given before that 
by his colleague. We also wanted to 
have opening statements on the bill. If 
I may ask the Senators—I will not ob-
ject—but if I may ask them to be closer 
to the 5-minute mark, I think we can 
achieve all that in a timely fashion. I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska be recognized for 5 
minutes—— 

Mr. JOHANNS. Five minutes. 
Mr. DURBIN. In morning business 

and that the Senator from North Caro-
lina be given up to 10 minutes. I know 
he said he would not use up to 10 min-
utes, and we will be protected with 
whatever time is used by these two Re-
publican Senators being allocated to 
the Democratic side for morning busi-
ness, which we will not likely use. I 
make that unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
spent several days during the recess 
hosting a series of discussions on 
health care. I met with doctors and 
hospitals, underwriters, small business 
owners, and uninsured Nebraskans. 
Many of them feel as if they are one ill-
ness away from a crisis. The economic 
slowdown has only heightened this fear 
as they worry that they may lose their 
job and the health insurance their fam-
ily depends upon to stay healthy. 

Their concerns are real, and Congress 
should act carefully to address them. 
We need to create a health care system 
that protects patient rights, let’s them 
see their doctor, and is affordable. 

But I am concerned about the discus-
sion that is occurring today. The 
American people deserve true solutions 
and should not be led down a path that 
is fraught with shadowy numbers and 
unfulfilled promises. Specifically, I 
have reservations about a government- 
run public plan. Some have attempted 
to sugar-coat this new bureaucracy as 
simply an option. However, the more 
you learn about it, the more you real-
ize there is nothing optional about it. 
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In my judgment, it is a one-way ticket 
to a single-payer, government-run 
health care system, one that will com-
promise patient access to quality care. 

It is impossible for private industry 
to compete with the government. The 
government can fix the prices and pick 
the rules that make only one plan fea-
sible—the government plan. When the 
government acts as both the player and 
the umpire, it’s not a level playing 
field. That close call at the plate will 
never go to the runner and the foul ball 
magically will become a home run. 

Some will say the government-run 
option will increase competition and 
keep the private insurers honest. Left 
unsaid is that government underpay-
ments on Medicaid and Medicare are 
creating enormous cost shifting and in-
crease the health care costs for others. 
Underpayments for Medicare and Med-
icaid are estimated to shift about $89 
billion onto people who have private 
insurance. Each family pays an addi-
tional $1,800 annually to make up for 
the government’s flawed payment sys-
tem. Hospitals and doctors literally 
told me they could not keep their busi-
nesses open on the Medicaid and Medi-
care reimbursement rate. So the cre-
ation of another plan, a government 
plan, will only rob from Peter to pay 
Paul. Eventually, there will be no pri-
vate insurance companies left to bear 
the burden. 

Bottom line is that government does 
not balance the books, and it views 
itself as not having to. Washington 
seems happy to keep on printing 
money and raising taxes. How can pri-
vate business compete with that? 

If a government-run public plan was 
truly going to compete, it would face 
the same regulations and the same 
risks that the private industry feels. 
No bailouts if it becomes insolvent. 
Does anyone think the bill’s pro-
ponents would honestly let that hap-
pen? The Administration would prob-
ably claim it is too big to fail, like 
AIG, Citibank, General Motors. 

A system with a competitive govern-
ment option, I fear, is a fairy tale. A 
government-run plan will undercut the 
private market and ultimately drive 
them out of business. I am not defend-
ing the private insurance industry. Far 
from it. But we need to be honest with 
the American people. An uneven play-
ing field is not right, and it will not 
benefit Americans. 

The effect, I fear, will be longer wait-
ing lines, less innovation, and ration-
ing of care. In Canada, the average 
wait time for radiation treatment is 7 
weeks. I cannot imagine asking Ameri-
cans diagnosed with cancer to wait 
that long. There are some in Wash-
ington who have their heels dug in on 
a single-payer plan. It contradicts the 
President’s promise. He has said over 
and over that people will be able to 
keep their health care. But Americans 
beware. One study estimates 119 mil-
lion people will shift to the govern-
ment plan. They will not choose that; 
their employer will choose it for them. 

We cannot fault employers that are 
trying to save money. 

In the committee draft, businesses 
that employ 25 or more employees 
would be required to pay an annual 
penalty of $750 per employee. When you 
do the math, this is no penalty com-
pared to the cost of private insurance. 

In 2008, the average employer’s cost 
for an individual health care plan was 
$3,900. Putting their employees on the 
public plan option would save them 
over $3,200 a year for each employee. So 
you can see why this shift would occur. 

Ultimately, people will not have a 
choice. Their employer will make the 
choice, and they will be forced onto the 
government plan. To promise otherwise 
is misleading. Even the President has 
recognized that shift is going to occur. 

I conclude my comments today by 
saying: Don’t be fooled. A government 
plan that does not compete on a level 
playing field means people will migrate 
to the government plan, and the choice 
to keep private insurance will not be a 
viable option. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

MASTER SERGEANT BRENDAN O’CONNOR 
Mr. BURR. Madam President, one of 

the privileges of being a Senator is 
that we have the opportunity to meet 
extraordinary people every day. Wheth-
er you are the Senator from Illinois or 
the Senator from Nebraska, extraor-
dinary people walk through your door 
every day of the week. But sometimes 
we get to meet amazing individuals 
whom we can honestly call heroes, who 
lay their lives on the line for their 
country and sacrifice themselves for 
our freedom. 

MSG Brendan O’Connor, a medic in 
the 7th Special Forces Group, is one of 
those very special people. In June of 
2006, Master Sergeant O’Connor was de-
ployed to Afghanistan in support of Op-
eration Enduring Freedom. His group 
was stationed near Kandahar and 
charged with a variety of things, in-
cluding security, training of the Af-
ghan Army, and counterterrorism oper-
ations against a ruthless enemy. 

We have all heard news reports and 
heard of suicide bombers driving cars 
loaded with explosives into markets 
and crowded areas killing innocent 
men, women, and children. We have all 
heard accounts of suicide bombers 
strapping explosives to their waists 
and walking through a market, inten-
tionally killing individuals. All of 
these individuals have been branded as 
religious zealots willing to die for their 
cause. However, that is not always the 
case. Oftentimes, these Taliban war-
lords recruit suicide bombers in other 
ways. They go into small villages and 
they hold whole families hostage. They 
instruct the young men in the family 
that if they do not carry out a suicide 
mission, they are going to kill the rest 
of the family, or if they do, they will 
let them live. 

Brendan’s team was tracking one of 
these Taliban warlords, one of these 
thugs, outside of Kandahar, who was 
notorious for this type of ‘‘recruit-
ment.’’ They tracked the terrorist to a 
small farming village surrounded by 
vineyards and orchards. Once in the 
area, Brendan’s team set up a perim-
eter and defensive position to root out 
these warlords. They arrived late one 
evening and, working under the cloak 
of darkness, proceeded to sweep the vil-
lage, hoping to surprise the local 
Taliban leader. However, their arrival 
was tipped off to the Taliban, and they 
had fled just minutes before U.S. sol-
diers arrived. 

Having found evidence of the 
Taliban’s existence, the soldiers knew 
it was only a matter of time before 
they engaged the enemy. That first 
skirmish started the next day at dusk. 
Brendan’s team, about 70 soldiers com-
prised of 8 U.S. special ops and 60 Af-
ghan soldiers, took some small arms 
and rocket propelled grenade fire, but 
it didn’t last long. The Taliban at-
tacked the U.S.-led forces several more 
times over the next day and night but 
never amounting to much. U.S.-led 
forces didn’t even sustain a single in-
jury during those firefights. 

After having arrived on Wednesday 
evening and sporadically fighting the 
Taliban for 2 days, Brendan’s team de-
cided it was time to take the fight to 
the enemy. On that Saturday, MSG 
Tom Maholluck led a small recon 
group to a Taliban stronghold, which 
was just outside the village in a cluster 
of farm buildings. The team was com-
prised of four special forces operators 
and a dozen Afghan Army. Sergeant 
Maholluck was able to get in close 
enough to the compound without being 
detected. Once he assessed the situa-
tion, Sergeant Maholluck thought he 
could take the compound with a simple 
recon team. He ordered two of his sol-
diers—SSG Matt Binnie and SSG Joe 
Feurst—to take a fire suppression posi-
tion and cover Sergeant Maholluck and 
the remaining Afghan Army contin-
gency while they stormed the com-
pound. 

When the U.S.-led recon team 
launched its first attack on the 
Taliban compound, they were quickly 
greeted with heavy machine gunfire. 
The first fire expression team returned 
fire; however, the machine gun nest 
had a tactical advantage over the fire 
team—they had the higher ground. 
Matt was struck first by a bullet that 
grazed his neck and stunned him for a 
moment. Matt regained his senses, and 
he and Joe returned fire, as much as 
they could, but the Taliban had them 
pinned down. Then an RPG round came 
and struck Staff Sergeant Feurst di-
rectly in the leg. It didn’t explode, 
thankfully, but badly wounded SSG 
Joe Feurst. As Staff Sergeant Binnie 
was tending to Joe’s leg, he was shot 
through the shoulder. The only thing 
left of the fire suppression team was a 
young Afghan interpreter who had 
stayed with them. Master Sergeant 
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Maholluck was cut off from Staff Ser-
geant Binnie and Staff Sergeant 
Feurst, so he radioed for help. 

Back at the main perimeter, Brendan 
O’Connor got the call and put a team 
together to go get his wounded sol-
diers. When Brendan’s team got to the 
area, the Taliban had taken positions 
along the route to the wounded sol-
diers, leaving Brendan only one path— 
an exposed field. Brendan instructed 
his team to take up positions to sup-
port the wounded and started on his 
mission to save the lives of these sol-
diers. 

At first, Brendan started crawling 
through an open field with his gear on. 
He quickly realized this wasn’t going 
to work. So under a hail of small arms, 
RPG, and machine gun fire, Brendan 
removed all his armor and crawled 
through an open field to get to the two 
wounded. Brendan couldn’t locate the 
two soldiers by sight, only by calling 
out. And as he heard them, he would 
get closer and closer. 

When he arrived at the two wounded, 
he had to make a quick decision about 
Joe’s injuries, which were life threat-
ening. Brendan quickly got Staff Ser-
geant Binnie taken care of and in-
structed him to crawl through a cul-
vert to get to safety. Staff Sergeant 
Feurst wasn’t so easy. He was uncon-
scious and unable to move. Brendan 
pulled him down as far as he could into 
the culvert. He started to drag him, 
but he realized he couldn’t drag him 
the entire way. 

As if the actions of Brendan and his 
team weren’t heroic enough at this 
point, the next part of this account 
will send chills down your spine. 

At this time during the fight, it was 
estimated that nearly 300 Taliban 
fighters had engaged the approxi-
mately 15-member U.S. force. I say ap-
proximately because several Afghan 
Army members who originally accom-
panied Brendan’s team had fled by this 
point. As Brendan’s natural cover was 
coming to an end, he pulled Joe on to 
his shoulder, and he ran across an area 
while 300 Taliban fighters were shoot-
ing at him. God was watching Brendan 
that day. God saw one man risk his life 
to save another, and he saw fit to keep 
Brendan from harm as he carried a 
wounded U.S. soldier to safety. Unfor-
tunately, Joe Feurst died soon after 
Brendan got him back due to massive 
blood loss. SSG Matt Binnie survived 
because of Brendan’s leadership and 
courage under fire. 

The battle that had gone on for near-
ly 3 days was coming to an end at this 
point. U.S. forces had air support, 
which escorted them out of the area. 
All told, the U.S.-led force killed 125 
Taliban fighters and only lost 2 of their 
own, with 1 wounded. They weren’t 
able to capture or kill the warlord that 
time; however, due to the losses to the 
Taliban that day in that strike, U.S. 
forces got him several weeks later. 

For their heroics in combat, MSG 
Tom Maholluck and SSG Matt Binnie 
were awarded the Silver Star. SSG Joe 

Feurst was awarded the Bronze Star. 
Brendan O’Connor was awarded the 
Distinguished Service Cross for his 
valor. It was the first time a member of 
the 7th Special Forces Group had been 
awarded the medal since 1964. 

It is an honor to have Brendan and 
his family in Washington today. He is 
joined by his beautiful wife Meg and 
their children, Ryan, Colin, Darby, and 
Dillon. 

It is this type of story that we rarely 
hear about on the nightly news, but 
this story was so amazing that ‘‘60 
Minutes’’ felt compelled to do a piece 
on it after the soldiers arrived back 
home. MSG Brendan O’Connor is a per-
son held in the highest regard by other 
warriors who have proudly served this 
country. He is a soldier who truly un-
derstands the price of freedom. The 
Senate salutes MSG Brendan O’Connor 
today. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2010 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 2892, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2892) making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Security for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1373 

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute) 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I call 
up the amendment at the desk on be-
half of Senator BYRD and Senator 
INOUYE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] for 
Mr. BYRD and Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1373. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with 
the reading of the substitute amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, we 
now turn to the fiscal year 2010 Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill. The chairman of the Home-
land Security Subcommittee, Senator 
ROBERT C. BYRD, is home from the hos-
pital and is improving daily and is 

eager to return to the Senate as soon 
as he can. 

He has been in regular consultations 
with his staff in the development of the 
bill that was approved by the Appro-
priations Committee on June 18 by a 
vote of 30–0. This is a bipartisan bill. I 
thank the ranking member on the Ap-
propriations Committee, Senator THAD 
COCHRAN, and the ranking member on 
the subcommittee, Senator GEORGE 
VOINOVICH, for their cooperation in the 
development of the bill. I also thank 
the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, Senator DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
for his support. 

The establishment of the Department 
of Homeland Security after the dev-
astating events of September 11, 2001, 
was one of the most ambitious Federal 
reorganizations since the Department 
of Defense was created following World 
War II. Regrettably, it was the official 
position of the Bush administration 
that the Department could be created 
at no cost to the taxpayer. This trans-
lated into a Department with aging as-
sets, an inability to prepare for and re-
spond to natural disasters and future 
threats, and significant management 
and employee morale problems. 

In response, Congress, on a bipartisan 
basis, increased homeland security 
spending by an average of $2 billion per 
year above the President’s request. 
These increases were invested in border 
security, chemical security, port secu-
rity, transit security, aviation secu-
rity, and cyber security. Congress also 
ensured State and local partners in 
homeland security received adequate 
resources to equip and train our first 
responders. These investments have 
paid off, making our Nation more se-
cure and making us better prepared for 
any disaster. But we have much more 
work to do. 

The committee-reported bill totals 
$42.9 billion of discretionary budget au-
thority, an increase of 7 percent over 
fiscal year 2009. 

Chairman BYRD has set five major 
goals for the bill: No. 1, securing our 
borders and enforcing our immigration 
laws; No. 2, protecting the American 
people from terrorist threats and other 
vulnerabilities; No. 3, preparing and re-
sponding to all hazards, including nat-
ural disasters; No. 4, supporting our 
State, local, tribal and private sector 
partners in homeland security with re-
sources and information; and finally, 
giving the Department the manage-
ment tools it needs to succeed. 

To meet these goals, the bill provides 
$10.2 billion for Customs and Border 
Protection, including an initiative to 
combat drugs and violence on the 
Southwest border; $5.4 billion for Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement, 
including increased funds for the 
Southwest border initiative, and the 
Secure Communities and Criminal 
Alien Programs, which identify dan-
gerous criminal aliens for deportation 
when they are released from prison. 

It includes $7.7 billion for the Trans-
portation Security Administration, in-
cluding a $513 million increase for the 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:46 Jul 08, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07JY6.013 S07JYPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

G
8S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7165 July 7, 2009 
purchase and installation of explosives 
detection systems at airports. And 
funding is included for 50 additional air 
cargo inspectors to help meet the Au-
gust 2010 mandate in the 9/11 act for 100 
percent air cargo screening. 

The bill also provides $143 million for 
surface transportation, including 100 
additional inspectors and 15 additional 
security teams to improve security on 
our transit and rail systems, and $8.9 
billion for the Coast Guard, including 
funding to complete national security 
cutter No. four and provide long lead 
materials for NSC No. five. 

The bill also funds 4 fast response 
cutters, 2 maritime patrol aircraft, 40 
medium-sized response boats, and in-
cludes funding for interagency oper-
ations centers, which are required by 
the Safe Port Act. And $4.2 billion is 
provided for first responder grants, in-
cluding $800 million for fire grants, $887 
million for urban area security grants, 
$950 million for State homeland secu-
rity grants, with $350 million for emer-
gency management performance 
grants. 

Port security grants receive $350 mil-
lion and transit/railroad/bus grants re-
ceive $356 million. 

The bill also includes $399 million to 
combat the evolving cyber security 
threat. 

Since its inception, the Department 
has had significant management prob-
lems. 

The committee bill includes funding 
increases and clear direction to 
strengthen financial, procurement, and 
information technology systems at the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

This is a good bill. By focusing on the 
five goals that Chairman BYRD estab-
lished for this bill, we provide the re-
sources and the information necessary 
to build confidence in our ability to se-
cure the homeland. I urge adoption of 
the bill. 

I yield the floor to the ranking Re-
publican on this appropriations sub-
committee, Senator VOINOVICH of Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam. President, 
I thank Senator DURBIN. I would like 
to acknowledge the cooperation we re-
ceived from Senator BYRD and his staff. 
We are pleased Senator BYRD is out of 
the hospital and recuperating at home. 
I appreciate the fact that the Senator 
from Illinois has stepped in to pinch- 
hit for him this morning. 

I think the Senator from Illinois has 
done an outstanding job of covering the 
details of the bill. I would like to con-
centrate on some of the highlights I 
think need to be underscored. 

The bill recommends a total of $44.3 
billion in appropriations to support 
programs and activities of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. Of this 
amount, $42.7 billion is for discre-
tionary spending. This is roughly $145 
million less than the President’s total 
discretionary request and is consistent 
with the subcommittee’s spending allo-
cation. 

In addition, $1.4 billion is provided 
for Coast Guard retired pay—the only 
mandatory funding in the bill—and 
$241.5 million is provided for Coast 
Guard overseas contingency oper-
ations, the same amount as requested 
by the President in the Department of 
Defense budget to be transferred to the 
Coast Guard and instead of being ap-
propriated in the Defense Appropria-
tions bill is being appropriated here. 

The bill includes significant re-
sources: for border security and en-
forcement of our immigration laws, for 
continued improvements in security at 
our Nation’s airports and modes of sur-
face transportation, for the Coast 
Guard’s operations and Deepwater Pro-
gram recapitalization efforts, for help-
ing our citizens prepare for and recover 
from natural disasters, and for equip-
ping and training our Nation’s first re-
sponders. 

As Senator DURBIN has indicated, 
there is much in this bill to rec-
ommend. I am pleased the Secretary of 
the Department of Homeland Security 
understands we have done our best to 
fund her priorities. I will not list all 
the bill’s funding recommendations, 
but I do want to note some. 

Full funding is provided for border 
security, including the funds to sup-
port 20,063 border patrol agents; 21,12 
customs and border protection officers; 
33,400 detention beds; and $800 million 
for continued work on the virtual bor-
der fence and improved radio commu-
nications. 

Starting in fiscal year 2005, signifi-
cant increases have been provided for 
border security and immigration en-
forcement. This bill alone provides an 
increase of $880 million from the fiscal 
year 2009 level, excluding emergency 
appropriations. Progress has been made 
with these investments. 

Fewer people are illegally crossing 
our borders. This can be seen in the de-
crease in apprehensions of aliens along 
our borders—from 1,198,075 in fiscal 
year 2005 to 723,825 in fiscal year 2008. 
In other words, we have made it more 
difficult for 474,250 illegal aliens to 
cross our borders. More fencing, roads, 
and personnel have allowed the border 
patrol to increase the number of miles 
over which it has effective control— 
from 241 miles in October 2005 to 625 
miles in October 2008. Additional 
agents and detention beds have allowed 
U.S. Immigration and Customs En-
forcement to increase total removals of 
aliens—from 246,431 removals in fiscal 
year 2005 to 347,184 in fiscal year 2008. 
We are making progress but we still 
have a long way to go and at great ex-
pense. 

In particular, I am pleased that the 
bill includes funds above the request to 
implement a biometric air exit capa-
bility. As the chief Senate sponsor of 
the Secure Travel and Counterter-
rorism Partnership Act of 2007, expand-
ing and improving the Visa Waiver 
Program is one of my top priorities. 
The Visa Waiver Program has become 
an important national security tool be-

cause under that law, countries who 
participate in the program are required 
to share information on terrorists and 
criminals, report lost and stolen pass-
ports, and maintain high counterter-
rorism and document security prac-
tices. Since enactment of this law, 8 
new countries have been accepted into 
the program and we are seeing im-
provements in the security practices of 
the 27 countries that were already par-
ticipating. 

I have just returned from Lithuania 
and Latvia, where I was joined by sev-
eral other Members of the Senate, in-
cluding Senator DURBIN. Lithuania and 
Latvia are two countries that were re-
cently admitted into the visa waiver 
program. From a public diplomacy 
point of view, it has been a home run 
and has been well received by govern-
ment officials and citizens alike. 

I was up in Latvia. They pointed out 
to me that General Mullen was in Lat-
via, which should have been the biggest 
thing in the newspaper the next day, 
that he was there. The thing that blew 
him away was the fact that Latvia was 
approved for visa waiver status. It was 
so well received by the people of Lat-
via. 

I must note however the two areas 
which continue to be of concern to me. 
One is the way this administration has 
budgeted for disasters. The President’s 
fiscal year 2010 request for disaster re-
lief is only $2 billion. We know now 
from FEMA estimates that this is not 
enough to pay for the declared disas-
ters already on the books. Based on 
current needs, an appropriation of $5.8 
billion is required. I understand we 
cannot afford that within the discre-
tionary spending limits for this bill, 
but I am hopeful this is addressed in fu-
ture budgets. 

This administration has worked hard 
to break the cycle of requesting emer-
gency funding for the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Yet no one has suggested 
fixing the way we budget for natural 
disasters. Last year alone, $11.757 bil-
lion in emergency supplemental appro-
priations were provided for disaster re-
lief. 

We cannot continue to ‘‘kick the can 
down the road,’’ relying on supple-
mental emergency appropriations to 
pay for known costs. Hurricane 
Katrina was a catastrophic event. Ex-
ceptions were made to regulations and 
policies to speed assistance to those 
struggling to recover from the enor-
mity of the losses. But now these are 
becoming the standard rather than an 
‘‘exception to the rule,’’ and the Fed-
eral taxpayers are picking up an ever 
increasing share of disaster recovery 
costs. 

It is kind of interesting that at the 
time of Katrina I commented we were 
doing some things we ordinarily do not 
do in a FEMA environment and pre-
dicted that what we were doing at 
Katrina would become the role model 
for other disasters that have been expe-
rienced by States. The fact is, more 
and more States are now asking for 
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more and more FEMA money, saying: 
You did it in Katrina, why can’t you do 
it in Texas? Why can’t you do it wher-
ever else we have a disaster? This has 
to change if we are going to handle 
Federal spending and do something 
about the deficit. 

In addition, this bill provides almost 
$16 billion for border and immigration 
enforcement. That does not even in-
clude Coast Guard funding to protect 
our maritime borders. This is a 99.6- 
percent increase for U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, U.S. Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement, and US- 
VISIT from fiscal year 2004 levels in 
the first Department of Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act. 

It is a significant increase. I think 
the citizens of our country should 
know that. They have been saying, for 
a long time, that we have not been 
doing the job in enforcing the security 
of our borders. I must tell them we are 
doing a much better job than ever be-
fore because we are allocating the re-
sources to get the job done. 

As we have increased the resources 
for border I have often wondered if 
there was another way we can secure 
our borders and deal with 11 or so mil-
lion illegal immigrants other than by 
drastically increasing the resources for 
border and immigration enforcement. 
In fiscal year 2008, the Federal Govern-
ment removed 347,184 individuals. In 
fiscal year 2009, $5.6 billion is available 
to locate, detain, and remove unau-
thorized aliens. At the current pace of 
removals, it could require a further in-
vestment of $272 billion and 31 years to 
locate and remove the estimated 11 
million unauthorized aliens in the 
United States. We must ask whether 
we are willing or can afford to make 
that kind of investment in enforcement 
rather than investing time in com-
prehensive immigration reform. 

I appreciate very much the courtesies 
of the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia and his staff and all members 
of the Appropriations Committee dur-
ing our preparation of this bill. I be-
lieve it reflects our careful consider-
ation of the President’s budget request 
for the Department and our best effort 
to address the Department’s resource 
requirements of the Department for 
the coming fiscal year. I look forward 
to considering amendments which Sen-
ators may suggest to the bill and to 
work throughout the appropriations 
process to ensure the Department has 
the funds to carry out its duties and re-
sponsibilities. 

In closing, I would point out that the 
President’s budget was received on 
May 7 and the Appropriations Com-
mittee is working diligently to move 
forward on the passage of our 12 appro-
priations bills. Two of the 12 fiscal year 
2010 appropriations bills were reported 
by the committee on June 18—includ-
ing this Homeland Security bill—and 2 
more were reported on June 25. An-
other five of the appropriations bills 
are scheduled to be considered and re-
ported by the committee this week— 

two this afternoon and another three 
on Thursday. 

The House considered and adopted its 
version of the fiscal year 2010 Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill on June 24. It is unfortunate 
that Senate consideration of this bill 
could not have occurred that same 
week, which would have put us in a po-
sition now to go to conference with the 
House. 

Expeditious consideration of the fis-
cal year 2010 appropriations bills by the 
Senate is required if the Congress is to 
complete its work on all twelve of the 
appropriations bills by the October 1 
start of the fiscal year. I have long 
been concerned about our failure to 
complete our appropriations work on 
time and the consequences of inaction, 
and I intend to speak at greater length 
on that during our consideration of 
this bill. 

But, I do want to note here that a 
letter, dated March 24, 2009, to the ma-
jority leader, which included the signa-
tures of all Republican Members, asked 
that the legislative schedule for this 
session: 

. . . allocate an appropriate amount of 
time for the Senate to consider, vote and ini-
tiate the conference process on each of the 12 
appropriations bills independently through a 
deliberative and transparent process on the 
Senate floor. 

The letter goes on to point out that: 
For a variety of reasons, over the past sev-

eral years, the Senate has failed to debate, 
amend and pass each of the bills separately 
prior to the end of the fiscal year. Far too 
often this has resulted in the creation of om-
nibus appropriations bills that have been 
brought to floor so late in the fiscal year 
that Senators have been forced to either pass 
a continuing resolution, shut down govern-
ment or consider an omnibus bill. These om-
nibus bills have not allowed for adequate 
public review and have clouded what should 
otherwise be a transparent process. 

The letter further points out that 
President Obama, on March 11, 2009, 
said that he expects future spending 
bills to be 

. . . debated and voted on in an orderly 
way and sent to [his] desk without delay or 
obstruction so that we don’t face another 
massive, last minute omnibus bill like this 
one. 

So let us proceed with this bill and 
debate and dispose of amendments Sen-
ators may wish to offer to it without 
unnecessary delay to allow us to com-
plete our appropriations work this ses-
sion. And, I would like to add that it is 
incumbent on our side of the aisle to 
make sure our amendments are rel-
evant and germane. 

I recommend this bill to my col-
leagues for their consideration and sup-
port, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, 
today the Senate begins its consider-
ation of the Homeland Security appro-
priations bill which was passed by the 
House and marked up by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee late last 
month. This week the Committee on 

Appropriations will meet, to consider 
five additional appropriations bills. 

Over the next several weeks we ex-
pect to have many of these bills de-
bated and hopefully passed by the Sen-
ate so that we can begin final con-
ference deliberations on these criti-
cally important measures. 

The bill before the Senate was pre-
pared by our Homeland Security Sub-
committee chaired by Senator ROBERT 
BYRD. 

Senator BYRD along with this rank-
ing member Senator VOINOVICH of Ohio 
and all the subcommittee members 
crafted this bill which provides $42.7 
billion in discretionary spending for 
the critical programs to defend our Na-
tion, protect our borders and coastline, 
and respond to natural disasters. 

The amount represents a 7 percent 
increase over the funding provided in 
fiscal year 2009, but is approximately 
$150 million less than requested. 

An additional $241 million is also in-
cluded in the bill for the overseas con-
tingency operations of the Coast 
Guard. This sum was requested in the 
defense bill for the same purpose. 

Our colleagues should thank Sen-
ators BYRD and VOINOVICH for com-
pleting their hard work on this bill. 
The bill was marked up by the com-
mittee 3 weeks ago and approved on a 
unanimous bipartisan vote. 

As the Senate reviews this and the 
other spending bills which will soon 
follow I urge it to be mindful of the im-
portance of this task. 

It is imperative to the efficient oper-
ation of our Federal Government that 
we move to pass this measure and com-
plete a conference with the House. For 
too long we have relied on cumbersome 
omnibus spending measures to fund our 
Federal agencies. 

In order to break this habit, the Ap-
propriations Committee will continue 
to report noncontroversial bipartisan 
bills which will be within the congres-
sionally approved budget levels and 
should be considered expeditiously by 
the Senate. Passage of this bill quickly 
will demonstrate the Senate’s ability 
to act responsibly and collegially in 
fulfilling its constitutional responsibil-
ities. 

The bill before the Senate deserves 
the support of every Member of this 
body. It is a clean bill free of unneces-
sary legislative riders. It is within the 
committee’s spending allocation and 
$150 million below the amount re-
quested. I strongly recommend its ap-
proval. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1371 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1373 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

have an amendment at the desk, No. 
1371, and would ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1371 to 
amendment No. 1373. 
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Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To make the pilot program for em-

ployment eligibility confirmation for 
aliens permanent and to improve 
verification of immigration status of em-
ployees) 

On page 72, strike lines 8 through 14 and in-
sert the following: 

SEC. 545. Section 144 of the Continuing Ap-
propriations Resolution, 2009 (division A of 
Public Law 110–329; 122 Stat. 3581), as amend-
ed by section 101 of division J of the Omnibus 
Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111–8; 
123 Stat. 988), is further amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2012’’. 

SEC. 546. Section 401(b) of the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘Unless’’ and all that follows. 

SEC. 547. The head of each agency or de-
partment of the United States that enters 
into a contract shall require, as a condition 
of the contract, that the contractor partici-
pate in the pilot program described in 404 of 
the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (division C 
of Public Law 104–209; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) to 
verify the employment eligibility of— 

(1) all individuals hired during the term of 
the contract by the contractor to perform 
employment duties within the United States; 
and 

(2) all individuals assigned by the con-
tractor to perform work within the United 
States the under such contract. 

SEC. 548. (a)(1) Sections 401(c)(1), 403(a), 
403(b)(1), 403(c)(1), and 405(b)(2) of the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) are amended by 
striking ‘‘basic pilot program’’ each place 
that term appears and inserting ‘‘E-Verify 
Program’’. 

(2) The heading of section 403(a) of the Ille-
gal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘BASIC PILOT’’ and inserting ‘‘E-VERIFY’’. 

(b) Section 404(h)(1) of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigration Responsibility 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘under a pilot 
program’’ and inserting ‘‘under this sub-
title’’. 

Mr. SESSIONS. This is an amend-
ment to make permanent the E-Verify 
system that is supported by Secretary 
of Homeland Security Napolitano and 
would require that all governmental 
contractors who do work for the Fed-
eral Government use it before they hire 
people to ensure that the individuals 
they hire are Americans and not ille-
gally in the country. 

At a time when our unemployment 
rate is now 9.5 percent, this is more im-
portant now than ever. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
f 

SENATOR-ELECT AL FRANKEN 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
today, a new Senator from Minnesota 
is being sworn in. It is my honor, along 

with former Vice President Mondale, to 
escort AL FRANKEN as the new Senator 
from our State. I think it was AL who 
told me the third year of his campaign 
would be the best, and he was right. 

I did want to thank my staff, first of 
all—some of them, many of them, are 
here—for the hard work they did in the 
past 6 months doing double duty. They 
never complained, they did it without 
extra resources, and they are as happy 
as can be this has finally been resolved. 

I also wanted to say something about 
Norm Coleman. Last week, he made a 
difficult decision. He had the right to 
pursue a legal challenge, but he did 
what was right for Minnesota. Norm 
was my Senate colleague for 2 years. 
We often worked together on issues for 
Minnesota, and we all wish him and his 
family the best. 

So despite a little delay, to be exact, 
246 days since election day and 183 days 
since the Senate convened—why would 
I know that—AL FRANKEN now joins 
me in representing the State of Min-
nesota. I have gotten to know AL very 
well over the past few years. I know he 
will be getting acquainted with his fel-
low Senators in the coming weeks and 
the coming months. This a special 
place with special people. I know AL 
looks forward to working with every 
Member of the Senate. 

I also know AL arrived in Washington 
ready to get to work and ready to serve 
the people of Minnesota. He brings 
with him that same high energy and 
passion and idealism of our friend Paul 
Wellstone. 

I was telling AL when I first came to 
the Capitol I was stunned at how many 
people would come up to me, when I 
said I was a Senator from Minnesota, 
and say: That is where Paul Wellstone 
was from. It was not just other Sen-
ators, it was people such as the tram 
operators, the secretaries at the front 
desk, the cops who work on the front 
line. They remembered Paul because of 
his dignity and how he treated people. 
And AL, I know, will do the same. 

Before seeking elected office, AL had 
a full career. Among other things he 
was an Emmy Award-winning tele-
vision writer and producer, a best-sell-
ing author with three of his books 
going to the very top of the New York 
Times Bestseller List. He was the host 
of a national radio show and a Grammy 
Award-winning satirist, who, with the 
USO, has gone overseas several times— 
seven times in fact. He went four times 
to Iraq to entertain our troops and to 
visit our wounded solders. 

We all know AL spent some time in 
comedy, but during this long cam-
paign, he has demonstrated to Min-
nesotans that he takes his job very se-
riously. I know he is taking his new job 
as a Senator incredibly seriously. 

AL’s heart is with middle-class fami-
lies who work hard, live responsibly, 
and follow the rules. He knows their 
hopes and fears, their dreams and their 
struggles. He knows it because he has 
lived it. 

When AL was 4 his family moved to 
the town of Albert Lea in southern 

Minnesota. AL always tells the story 
about that move. His dad never grad-
uated from high school and never had a 
career. But his mom’s father owned a 
quilting business out East, and he gave 
AL’s dad a chance to start up a factory 
in Albert Lea. After about 2 years the 
factory failed, and AL’s family moved 
to the Twin Cities. Years later, AL 
asked his dad: Dad, why Albert Lea? 

His dad said: Well, your grandfather 
wanted to open a factory in the Mid-
west, and the railroad went right 
through Albert Lea. 

So then AL asked: Why did the fac-
tory fail? 

His father said: Well, it went through 
Albert Lea, but it didn’t stop in Albert 
Lea. 

Eventually the family, including AL 
and his older brother, settled into a 
two-bedroom, one-bathroom home in 
the Minneapolis suburb of St. Louis 
Park. His father became a printing 
salesman and his mom was a home-
maker and worked as a real estate 
agent. Because of the security and op-
portunity his family enjoyed living in 
America, he says he felt like the 
‘‘luckiest kid in the world.’’ 

While AL likes to tell jokes, and he 
has some good ones, he is not one to 
make fun of family values because 
there is no husband or father who is 
more devoted to his family than AL is. 

He met his wife—I see her right now 
up there in the gallery—Franni during 
his first year at college. They have 
been married 33 years, and together 
they have raised two children. 

AL often tells the story about 
Franni’s family. Her dad, a decorated 
World War II veteran, died in a car ac-
cident when she was 17 months old. Her 
dad left her mom suddenly widowed 
and alone with five children. 

It was a lesson for the family, and it 
was an example of how one family 
pulled themselves up with help. He 
knows how difficult it is for so many 
families who are struggling to make it, 
squeezed over high health care costs, 
college costs, housing costs. 

During the past 2 years, AL has trav-
eled to every corner of Minnesota, from 
the Iowa border to the Canadian bor-
der. He has had coffee at the Main 
Street cafes, and he has spoken at local 
bean feeds. He has toured homegrown 
businesses, and he has stood with work-
ers. He has been to veterans halls, and 
he has gone to college campuses. 

He has been there day in and day out 
listening to the people of Minnesota. 
Now he has the honor and the responsi-
bility to serve them in the U.S. Cap-
itol. The Senate is an old and estab-
lished institution. For any newcomer, 
it takes some getting used to the ar-
cane rules and unique customs, but I 
am confident AL can adapt. 

This is a big moment for Franni and 
their kids as well. AL and his friends 
and relatives have been waiting for a 
while. The State has been waiting. The 
Senate has been waiting. But, most im-
portantly to me, Franni has been wait-
ing. 
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My favorite image from the last few 

months was this idea that Franni had 
actually packed a bag with her tooth-
brush in it; that she had it right next 
to her bedside in case at any moment 
the court would come with a decision 
and she and AL would have to rush to 
Washington so he could take a critical 
vote. 

Well, today the time has come and 
AL will cast his first vote. If there is 
any silver lining to the past 8 months, 
it is that AL has had time to prepare 
for this moment. The times are tumul-
tuous, the stakes are high, and history 
will forever judge whether we fail or 
succeed, whether we are courageous or 
timid. 

AL FRANKEN is ready for this job. It 
is time to get to work, and, AL 
FRANKEN, there is a desk waiting for 
you in the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION AND 
CREDENTIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays before the Senate the certificate 
of election for a 6-year term, beginning 
January 3, 2009, for the representation 
of the State of Minnesota. The certifi-
cate, the Chair is advised, is in the 
form suggested by the Senate. If there 
is no objection, the reading of the cer-
tificate will be waived, and it will be 
printed in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

Executive Department 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR SIX-YEAR TERM 

To the President of the Senate of the United 
States: 

This is to certify that on the fourth day of 
November, 2008, Al Franken was duly chosen 
by the qualified electors of the State of Min-
nesota a Senator from said State to rep-
resent said State in the Senate of the United 
States for the term of six years, beginning 
on the 3rd day of January, 2009. 

Witness: His excellency our governor Tim 
Pawlenty, and our seal hereto affixed at 
Saint Paul, Minnesota this 30th day of June, 
in the year of our Lord 2009. 

By the governor: 
TIM PAWLENTY, 

Governor. 
MARK RITCHIE, 

Secretary of State. 
[State Seal Affixed] 

f 

ADMINISTRATION OF OATH OF 
OFFICE 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sen-
ator elect will present himself at the 

desk, the Chair will administer the 
oath of office as required by the Con-
stitution and prescribed by law. 

The Senator elect, escorted by Mrs. 
KLOBUCHAR and former Vice President 
Walter Mondale, advanced to the desk 
of the Vice President; the oath pre-
scribed by law was administered to him 
by the Vice President; and he sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath 
Book. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions, Senator. 

(Applause, Senators rising.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

GILLIBRAND). The majority leader. 

f 

MAJORITY PARTY COMMITTEE 
MEMBERSHIP 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have a 
resolution at the desk, and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 208) to constitute the 

majority party’s membership on certain 
committees for the One Hundred Eleventh 
Congress, or until their successors are cho-
sen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution is considered 
and agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 208) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 208 

Resolved, That the following shall con-
stitute the majority party’s membership on 
the following committee for the One Hun-
dred Eleventh Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen: 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. 
Leahy (Chairman), Mr. Kohl, Mrs. Feinstein, 
Mr. Feingold, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Durbin, Mr. 
Cardin, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. 
Kaufman, Mr. Specter, and Mr. Franken. 

Mr. DURBIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, under 
the authority granted pursuant to S. 
Res. 18, I announce that Senator 
FRANKEN has been assigned to the fol-
lowing committees: the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, the Select Committee 
on Aging and, as was just agreed to, 
the Committee on the Judiciary. As 
soon as the markup is completed in the 
HELP Committee on the health care 
bill, he will go on to the HELP Com-
mittee. 

f 

RECESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we recess 10 
minutes early today. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:20 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m. 
and reassembled when called to order 
by the Acting President pro tempore. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2010—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 1371 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to Senator SESSIONS’ 
amendment to the Department of 
Homeland Security appropriations bill. 
The Sessions amendment would make 
E-Verify permanent and would imme-
diately mandate all Federal contrac-
tors and subcontractors to use E- 
Verify. 

First of all, obviously, legislating on 
and delaying a critical appropriations 
bill, which is necessary for us to pass 
quickly to secure our borders, ports of 
entry, and our interior points of vul-
nerability, is a delay we do not need. 
But, secondly, and more importantly, 
despite claims that this amendment 
only seeks to reauthorize E-Verify for 3 
years, which I do not oppose, the ac-
tual language of the amendment of my 
distinguished colleague would make E- 
Verify permanent and mandatory. 

There would be nothing wrong with 
that if the system actually worked, but 
it does not. The distinguished Senator 
from Alabama and I agree upon one of 
the main seven principles for immigra-
tion reform which I issued 2 weeks ago; 
namely, that an employer verification 
system with tough enforcement and 
auditing is necessary to significantly 
diminish the job magnet that attracts 
illegal aliens to the United States. The 
bottom line is that they mainly come 
for jobs, and until they are tough on 
employers, wave after wave is not 
going to stop. 

As we speak, even under the E-Verify 
system, any individual who steals a So-
cial Security number—and that is easy 
these days—and has access to a cred-
ible fake ID can get a job in the United 
States. What is more, nothing about E- 
Verify stops a U.S. citizen from ‘‘loan-
ing their identity’’ to their friends and 
family to get a job. In either of these 
cases—an illegal immigrant stealing a 
Social Security number and getting a 
fake ID done or some citizen, an em-
ployer or whatever, giving a Social Se-
curity card to the person—it doesn’t do 
the job because that illegal immigrant 
can enter into the system. Once they 
are in the system, they stay in it, 
never to be removed. So E-Verify, 
frankly—and I know many in the im-
migrant community object to it be-
cause it only affects immigrants. But 
there is also another objection, and 
that is that it is just not tough enough, 
it is not strong enough. If we are going 
to make a system permanent, it really 
ought to work. 
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The current E-Verify system creates 

havoc for both employers and employ-
ees. No one has any certainty. Employ-
ers who accept all credible documents 
in good faith are not guaranteed they 
will never be targeted by ICE for turn-
ing a blind eye toward illegal immi-
grants in their workplace, and employ-
ers who question suspicious documents 
face potential lawsuits from U.S. cit-
izen employees who can claim they 
were wrongly profiled as illegal immi-
grants. 

There is only one way to really get a 
system that will stop illegal immigra-
tion and stop employers from hiring, 
and that is by creating a biometric- 
based Federal employment verification 
system that will give both employers 
and employees the peace of mind that 
employment relationships are both 
lawful and proper. It will also give the 
American people the same peace of 
mind. This system will be our most im-
portant asset in dramatically reducing 
the number of illegal aliens who are 
able to live and work in the United 
States. 

There are many proposals for prac-
tical and effective biometric-based em-
ployment verification systems, and the 
immigration subcommittee, which I 
chair, will be vetting each proposal 
during our upcoming hearing on July 
22. The distinguished Senator from 
Alabama, my friend, is a member of the 
immigration subcommittee. I invite 
him to engage in this critical process 
for our country during the hearing and 
ask all of the questions he would like 
to the distinguished panel of expert 
witnesses who will be appearing. We 
are not seeking to delay. I am eager to 
enact comprehensive reform with a 
strong, tough employer verification 
system. 

An amendment making the flawed E- 
Verify system permanent and manda-
tory will only create more problems 
than it solves. Once we go down the 
road of making this flawed system per-
manent and mandatory, without fixing 
what is wrong with the program, we 
will waste substantial amounts of tax-
payer money and we will make life 
more difficult, rather than simpler, for 
employers who wish to do the right 
thing, and for employees. 

The time is coming for comprehen-
sive immigration reform. The legisla-
tion will create the best employment 
verification system possible that will 
be a product of deliberation and con-
sensus and will be informed by the 
world’s foremost experts on this issue. 
It will be tougher, tighter, and more ef-
fective than E-Verify. I believe we can 
get that done this year. 

Let’s not do something hasty and 
counterproductive just to say we are 
doing something, and, just as impor-
tant, let’s not do it as an amendment 
to an appropriations bill. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this amend-
ment, and let’s get to work on crafting 
an employer verification system that 
really works, prevents identity fraud, 
and actually curtails the illegal immi-
gration job magnet. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

CAP AND TRADE 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, like 

many of my colleagues, last week, over 
the Fourth of July break, I spent much 
of the week traveling in my State of 
South Dakota. Many of my colleagues 
were in their individual States and 
probably heard a lot from their con-
stituents about what they perceive to 
be the challenges facing our country’s 
economy. First and foremost is jobs 
and the economy. 

I think there is a real concern—and 
rightly so—about in which direction 
the economy is headed and what are 
the things Congress ought to properly 
be focused on, and I think that discus-
sion is always informed by the Amer-
ican people by commonsense realiza-
tions. One realization is that you can-
not spend money you don’t have. That 
is something I think the American peo-
ple get very clearly, largely because 
that is their reality. They cannot 
spend money they don’t have. They 
have to live within a budget. The same 
is true with many small businesses. 
The second realization is that when 
you borrow money, someday you have 
to pay it back. You cannot continue to 
borrow endlessly and rack up more and 
more debt. At some point, there is an 
end to that. Certainly, that is true for 
family budgets and small business 
budgets. The only place it is evidently 
not true is in Washington, DC, where 
we continue to borrow and spend and 
put massive amounts of borrowing and 
debt upon future generations. Even 
most State governments—mine in-
cluded—have balanced budget amend-
ments that require them in any given 
year to make sure the revenues they 
take in match up with expenses. If they 
don’t do that in South Dakota, the leg-
islature has to stay until the budget is 
balanced. So most Americans, as they 
observe what is happening in Wash-
ington these days, are increasingly 
concerned by the massive amounts of 
spending and borrowing and, frankly, 
the taxes they perceive to be in their 
future as well. 

One of the things that is clear to me 
in doing parades and public events over 
the Fourth of July break is how much 
people picked up on the debate about 
the cap-and-trade bill, which is a na-
tional energy tax on the American peo-
ple. It passed in the House a little over 

a week ago—before the break—by a 
seven-vote margin. There was big pres-
sure to move it very quickly and jam it 
through the process. It was over 1,200 
pages long. One amendment was 300 
pages long. There weren’t many Mem-
bers of the House—before the bill 
passed—who had an opportunity to re-
view it and study it closely to deter-
mine what the ramifications will be on 
their constituents if the bill passed. 
Yet it did. It was a very close vote. At 
some point, it will be considered by the 
Senate. 

The one thing we know, at a min-
imum, is that we can debate about how 
much or how big the cost of that bill 
will be, but we do know it is going to 
impose significant increases in costs on 
the American public for power, wheth-
er it is electricity, fuel, natural gas, or 
home heating oil—the things the 
American people depend upon every 
single day for their very existence. 
They are going to see the cost of those 
things go up if this cap-and-trade bill 
passes. We have seen different esti-
mates by different organizations. The 
most recent one was done by the CBO, 
which concluded that it will have a $700 
billion impact. I think that if you re-
duced it to a per-family cost, it ends up 
being several hundred dollars a year in 
increased rates that they are going to 
pay. I argue that it will be much higher 
for people in the Midwest, where I 
come from, because of the way we de-
rive our power. Most of it comes from 
coal-fired power. It is true that we get 
a good amount in South Dakota and 
other States around us get even more 
from those sources. There will be addi-
tional costs imposed upon the people in 
the Midwest, where the people on the 
west or east coasts may not see their 
costs go up as much. This will dis-
proportionately impact people in the 
heartland, but everybody’s electricity 
costs and fuel costs are going up if this 
passes. 

The American people are asking: OK, 
if you are going to put a massive new 
tax on us with a new energy tax, what 
kinds of benefits do we derive? I think 
there is increasing concern and ques-
tions being raised about whether the 
environmental benefit that would be 
derived as a result of this massive new 
tax on energy in this country would be 
in any way close to the cost that would 
be associated with it. I think most 
Americans have concluded that it will 
not. Most of the data bears that out. 
Other countries in the world are not 
going to participate in this system, and 
America will be unilaterally imple-
menting this regime, if passed, and the 
Americans will pay the costs for little 
benefit. 

There are many ways you can get re-
duction in carbon emissions, and we 
are all looking for ways to reduce pol-
lutants in the atmosphere. You can 
give incentives and drive investment in 
certain directions, and we could make 
more use of nuclear power, which is 
clean, green energy—something we do 
very little of relative to our counter-
parts in other parts of the world. 
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France gets 80 percent of its power 
from nuclear energy. There is no rea-
son why the United States could not 
turn to that clean, green energy 
source, as well as renewable energy 
sources that we have an abundance of 
in my part of the country, such as wind 
energy. If you put in incentives and 
drive investment in that direction, you 
can achieve the same ends without put-
ting the big cap, top-down government 
mandate on the American economy at 
an enormous cost to the American 
consumers. 

HEALTH CARE 
That is the issue, I would say, prob-

ably as much as anything else I have 
heard people talk about, but not far be-
hind it was this notion that the govern-
ment is now going to take over one- 
sixth of our economy because of the 
legislation that is moving through the 
Congress right now that would ‘‘re-
form’’ our health care system. 

It is, I guess, no surprise to most 
Americans that we spend a lot on 
health care. Most of us would like to 
see us spend less on health care. Many 
of us think we can do that, that we can 
get costs under control, that we can do 
it through reforms that preserve what 
is good about the American health care 
system, that doesn’t copy what is hap-
pening in other places around the 
world, Europe being an example, where 
care is rationed, where people don’t 
have access to the types of therapies 
and treatments because the govern-
ment decides what procedures are 
going to be covered, which procedures 
are cost-effective. 

Those are decisions made by govern-
ment. In this country, those are deci-
sions made by patients and doctors, by 
physicians, by health care providers 
and those they serve. We believe that is 
a basic relationship we ought to pre-
serve when we talk about reforming 
our health care system. 

But most Americans are very con-
cerned that the government may take 
over one-sixth of the American econ-
omy and run it, imposing the govern-
ment in the place of, as I said before, 
what has typically been a relationship 
between physicians and patients. 

What I would argue is that whether it 
is the issue of new energy taxes on the 
American consumer, whether it is the 
issue of the government taking over 
the health care system in this country 
at a minimum cost of $1 trillion—there 
was a CBO Congressional Budget Office 
report that came out recently that said 
the new plan the Democrats are unveil-
ing may only be $600 billion, but it also 
doesn’t include many of the most cost-
ly parts of the plan that we expect the 
Democrats to put on the floor of the 
Senate at some point in the not too 
distant future. 

I will simply say again that based on 
the feedback I got from people across 
this country and people across South 
Dakota in particular over the break, 
the government takeover of health 
care in this country is something with 
which they are very uncomfortable, 

and they don’t want to pay trillions of 
dollars in new taxes to make that pos-
sible. 

If you talk about the amount of 
spending that is going on, the amount 
of borrowing we are doing from future 
generations, I think most Americans 
come back to those two basic prin-
ciples I mentioned earlier, what I call 
our sort of commonsense conclusions 
that the American people come to. One 
is, you cannot spend money you do not 
have, and they see Washington doing 
that every single day; that when you 
borrow money, at some point you have 
to pay it back. And there is borrowing 
going on here right now like there is no 
tomorrow. 

The health care entitlement pro-
gram, if passed, would be a minimum of 
$1 trillion in new spending and would 
either have to be financed by tax in-
creases, by revenue raisers the econ-
omy is going to pay for at a time we 
can least afford it, or by borrowing at 
a time when we are running over the 
next decade at least on average $1 tril-
lion a year in deficits. 

We cannot continue on this path. It 
is unsustainable. I believe the Amer-
ican people are coming to that realiza-
tion. I hope the Senate will put the 
brakes on this energy tax, will put the 
brakes on this massive rush to take 
over one-sixth of our economy by tak-
ing over the health care system in this 
country. 

I believe as the American people 
start to weigh in to this debate those 
of us in Washington who are in posi-
tions to make some of these policies 
and shape some of these policies will be 
getting an earful, and I hope so because 
we need to put the brakes on this mas-
sive takeover of the health care sys-
tem, and we need to put the brakes on 
this cap and trade, this energy tax im-
posed on the American people, if it is 
passed in the Senate as it was a week 
ago in the House of Representatives. 

I hope we can stop those things. I 
hope at least we can bring some sense 
to the debate about health care that 
does reform our system, that does get 
costs under control, that does not 
allow the government to get in the way 
of making decisions that rightfully 
ought to be made by patients and their 
doctors. 

I yield the floor and yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Caro-
lina. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague, Senator THUNE, for 
pointing out, again, the disastrous 
course we are on as a nation with the 
level of spending, borrowing, and debt 
we are creating and the amount of gov-
ernment intrusion into so many areas 
of our economy that have alarmed so 
many Americans. I appreciate the Sen-
ator bringing up that issue today. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1399 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1373 
I rise today to express my grave con-

cerns about the administration’s re-
sponse to the situation in Honduras. 

There are few absolutes in the arena of 
diplomacy and international affairs. As 
circumstances and regimes change, so 
do our interests and allegiances. But 
one principle that should stand as a 
bedrock constant is this: a friend of 
freedom is a friend of America. Our 
commitment to freedom is not con-
fined to a culture or a continent. It is 
absolute and universal. 

It was this principle, hardwired into 
our DNA, that President Obama ap-
peared to violate during his 8 days of 
silence while innocent democratic dem-
onstrators were tortured and murdered 
in the streets of Tehran by Iran’s ty-
rannical regime. 

Thankfully, the President finally 
changed his rhetoric and offered some 
support to the people of Iran risking 
their lives for their freedom. But he 
stopped short of any criticism or ac-
tion that might be construed as ‘‘med-
dling,’’ in his words, in the domestic af-
fairs of a sovereign nation. 

But in the last week, the President 
has reversed course, meddling up to his 
ears in the domestic affairs of another 
sovereign nation, Honduras. Depress-
ingly, the President has once again 
sided with an illegitimate and anti- 
American autocrat over democracy, 
the rule of law, and an oppressed people 
who only want to be free. 

The facts on the ground in Honduras 
are neither disputed nor confusing, but 
they have been largely ignored by an 
international media distracted by the 
death of a celebrity. 

Let me read these facts into the 
record. 

Honduras is a constitutional republic 
and a longtime ally of the United 
States. It is one of the poorest nations 
in the Western Hemisphere, especially 
since it was ravaged by the direct hit 
of Hurricane Mitch in 1998. 

In 2005, Hondurans elected as their 
President Manuel Zelaya, a left of cen-
ter but seemingly moderate candidate 
from the Liberal Party. Given Latin 
America’s troubling history of military 
coups and self-appointed Presidents for 
life, the Honduran Constitution strict-
ly limits Presidents to one term. 

So seriously do Hondurans take their 
Presidential term limits that in Latin 
America, the phrase—and I will butch-
er this Spanish, but I want to give it a 
try—‘‘continuar en el poder.’’ It means 
to continue in power. It carries with it 
a dark connotation to the region for 
everyone living there. 

For a President to overthrow the 
Constitution and violate term limits is 
violating the constitutional form of 
government. So seriously that article 
238 of the Honduran Constitution says 
any President who even proposes an ex-
tension of his tenure in office ‘‘shall 
immediately cease performing the 
functions of his post.’’ So it is a de 
facto resignation of office in Honduras 
for a President to attempt to do what 
their President did. 

Zelaya’s 2005 campaign was supported 
by Hugo Chavez, the Marxist Ven-
ezuelan dictator bent on amassing 
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power in the Western Hemisphere at 
the expense of what he calls ‘‘the North 
American empire.’’ That is us. 

Zelaya quickly aligned his govern-
ment with Chavez’s and joined anti- 
American socialists, such as the Castro 
brothers in Cuba and Daniel Ortega in 
Nicaragua, in Chavez’s economic car-
tel. 

With Zelaya’s term coming to an end 
early next year, Chavez convinced him 
to do as he has done in Venezuela: to 
force a constitutional amendment ex-
tending his Presidential term. This 
would be in direct violation of what 
their Constitution says. 

Earlier this year, Zelaya called for a 
referendum to initiate a constitutional 
convention. In the ensuing litigation, 
the Honduran courts ruled the ref-
erendum was unconstitutional and ille-
gal, as the Honduran Constitution ex-
plicitly gives only its Congress the 
power to call such a vote. 

Zelaya forged ahead, calling his ref-
erendum a ‘‘nonbinding survey.’’ This, 
too, the supreme court found unconsti-
tutional. 

Zelaya then ordered the head of the 
Honduran military, General Vasquez, 
to conduct the election anyway. 
Vasquez expressed concerns about the 
vote’s legality, so Zelaya fired him. 

The supreme court ordered Zelaya to 
reinstate Vasquez, and Zelaya refused. 
The supreme court ordered the mili-
tary to seize the referendum ballots to 
prevent Zelaya from going ahead with 
the illegal vote. Zelaya then personally 
led an armed mob to steal back the bal-
lots, which, it should be noted, were 
suspiciously printed in Venezuela. 
Zelaya ordered his government to set 
up 15,000 polling places to conduct the 
referendum for June 28. 

On Friday, June 26, the Attorney 
General of Honduras, Luis Rubi, filed a 
complaint before the Honduran Su-
preme Court petitioning for an arrest 
warrant for President Zelaya. The 
court issued the warrant unanimously 
and, according to the Constitution, or-
dered the Honduran military to exe-
cute it. 

Early in the morning of Sunday, 
June 28, the day of the vote, the mili-
tary arrested President Zelaya at his 
home. They put him on a plane to 
Costa Rica, as Honduras has no prison 
capable of withstanding a mob riot of 
the sort they feared Chavez and Ortega 
might whip up. So they did it for his 
safety. 

That same day, the Honduran Con-
gress, controlled by his Liberal Party— 
his own party—voted 125 to 3 to replace 
Zelaya with their speaker, Roberto 
Micheletti, as a member of the Liberal 
Party. This transfer of power was 
strictly in keeping with Honduras’s 
constitutional line of succession as the 
Vice President had recently resigned. 

The regularly scheduled general elec-
tions remain set for this November, 
and interim President Micheletti is not 
a candidate. The previously nominated 
candidates from the two major parties 
remain on the campaign trail, and both 

candidates and parties overwhelmingly 
approved the ouster of Zelaya. 

At every step in the process, the le-
gitimate democratic government 
strictly adhered to the Honduran Con-
stitution and civilian leadership of the 
military remained intact. The military 
did not execute a coup. It thwarted the 
coup plotted by Hugo Chavez and im-
plemented by Manuel Zelaya. 

Honduras’s democratic institutions 
are operating today, and its govern-
ment functions are secure. The only 
aggrieved party in this process is Mr. 
Chavez, whose brazen attempts to cor-
rupt Honduran democracy was thwart-
ed by what has now been nicknamed 
‘‘the little country that could.’’ 

The people of Honduras stood up to 
Hugo Chavez, Daniel Ortega, the Castro 
brothers, and they stood up for freedom 
and the rule of law. For their courage, 
President Obama has condemned them. 
He has called the constitutional ouster 
of President Zelaya not legal, claiming 
an expertise in Honduran law over and 
above that of a unanimous Honduran 
Supreme Court and a nearly unani-
mous Honduran Congress. 

Secretary of State Clinton lazily 
joined the international media in call-
ing the removal of President Zelaya ‘‘a 
coup,’’ a term fraught with dark 
memories of military juntas and ba-
nana republic. Of course, this is the 
same administration that insists on 
calling the recent fraud in Iran an elec-
tion. 

The Obama administration joined 
Chavez’s preposterous Soviet-style 
propaganda resolution in the Organiza-
tion of American States condemning 
Honduran democracy. Hondurans I 
have spoken with—I have spoken with 
a number of folks who have missionary 
groups there, medical groups. I have 
talked to Miguel Estrada who was born 
and raised in Honduras and is now a 
constitutional expert in this country. 
This morning I talked to former Hon-
duran President Ricardo Maduro. They 
are all totally befuddled at the strange 
response they are getting from the sup-
posedly free world, including our own 
administration. Why are we siding with 
Hugo Chavez? 

This morning in Russia, President 
Obama reiterated his support for 
Zelaya, the would-be dictator, as the 
rightful President of Honduras. Accord-
ing to ABC News, he said: 

America supports now the restoration of 
the democratically elected President of Hon-
duras, even though he has strongly opposed 
American policies. 

Continuing with the quote from 
President Obama: 

We do so not because we agree with him. 
We do so because we respect the universal 
principle that people should choose their 
own leaders, whether they are leaders we 
agree with or not. 

The President appears to think his 
support for Zelaya is based on some 
principles of self-determination. He 
speaks as if opposition to Zelaya is 
based on partisan political differences. 
Zelaya was not ousted by political en-

emies; he was ousted by a government 
controlled by his own party. He was 
ousted by a unanimous supreme court 
operating in accordance with the Hon-
duran Constitution and in conjunction 
with the nation’s attorney general and 
Supreme Electoral Tribunal. These 
folks followed the rule of law. 

The Honduran people have chosen 
their own leaders. Those leaders—in a 
constitutional, bipartisan, and nearly 
unanimous process—removed Manuel 
Zelaya from office. The Honduran peo-
ple have upheld our President’s so- 
called universal principle. The people 
seeking to undermine that principle 
are Hugo Chavez, the Castro brothers, 
Daniel Ortega, Mel Zelaya, and—unbe-
lievably—the Obama administration. 

This is not about politics. This is 
about the rule of law, freedom, and de-
mocracy, all of which are being de-
fended by the Hondurans right now 
against their enemies—of which we ap-
pear to be one. Why are we not stand-
ing with them? Blood was shed in Iran 
while we stood idly by. Zelaya’s return 
to Honduras on a Venezuelan jet and 
with the moral authority of the United 
States will almost certainly lead to 
more bloodshed. What are we doing on 
the side of tyrants and sworn enemies 
of freedom; going as far, on their be-
half, to threaten economic sanctions 
against one of our poorest and bravest 
allies? 

Secretary of State Clinton is report-
edly planning a meeting with Mr. 
Zelaya in Washington this week. I im-
plore her to reconsider that meeting. 
Elevating an impeached and disgraced 
autocrat is more than an insult to Hon-
duran democracy, it is a green light to 
other would-be Chavezes around Latin 
America. It is a signal to the enemies 
of democracy and freedom that the 
United States no longer stands as a 
beacon of liberty. It is a signal that the 
rule of law is now passe in Latin Amer-
ica and that Hugo Chavez and his cor-
rupt and brutal idealogy has free rein 
to meddle wherever he pleases in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

What do we stand for, if not for free-
dom, democracy, and the rule of law? 
Where is the spine of the administra-
tion to stand up to anti-American and 
antidemocratic thugs in our own back 
yard? Where is the intellectual clarity 
to see the facts on the ground as they 
are? Manuel Zelaya is a criminal, a 
constitutionally removed former Presi-
dent of a proud and noble country. To 
my knowledge, no administration offi-
cial has refuted or even grappled with 
the facts regarding Zelaya’s attempted 
coup. 

Given those still undisputed and doc-
umented facts, on what basis does the 
administration demand Zelaya’s rein-
statement? His removal from office 
was no more a coup than was Gerald 
Ford’s ascendance to the Oval Office or 
the election to the Senate of our new-
est colleague, Al Franken. It is bad 
enough that the President’s ad hoc and 
highly personalized foreign policy 
seems to be less about supporting the 
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rule of law than it is about supporting 
particular rulers. But the last 4 weeks 
suggest that the President cannot even 
be counted upon to support our legiti-
mate allies. 

What happened in Honduras last 
week was not a tragedy, it was a tri-
umph of democratic courage and the 
unyielding determination of a free peo-
ple to stand up to despotism. The trag-
edy has been the failure of the West 
and of our own government in Wash-
ington to stand up for justice and free-
dom in Latin America. 

It is not too late. I have written to 
Secretary Clinton, and there is growing 
congressional support for the legiti-
mate government in Honduras. Every-
where I go someone comes up to me 
and tells me to stand up for freedom in 
Honduras. There is still time to look at 
the facts, even to visit Honduras itself. 
Call down there, talk to the people, 
even Americans in the Peace Corps or 
on missionary work, and ask them if 
they are living under an oppressive 
military junta. They will laugh and 
tell you they are living under an inde-
pendent and vibrant democracy, with a 
representative government led by peo-
ple they elected. They will tell you 
about the free and open debate in the 
ongoing Presidential campaign and 
whom they are supporting in the No-
vember elections. 

There is still time to correct our po-
sition and support our true allies. And 
because we can, we should. We must. 
Because today—and I will try my Span-
ish again—‘‘un amigo de libertad es un 
amigo de Honduras’’—a friend of free-
dom is a friend of Honduras. 

Mr. President, before I yield, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up the 
DeMint amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Is there objection? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
1399 to amendment No. 1373. 

Mr. DEMINT. I ask unanimous con-
sent to dispense with the reading of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the completion of at 

least 700 miles of reinforced fencing along 
the southwest border by December 31, 2010) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. BORDER FENCE COMPLETION. 

(a) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
102(b)(1) of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1103 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘Fencing that does not ef-
fectively restrain pedestrian traffic (such as 
vehicle barriers and virtual fencing) may not 
be used to meet the 700-mile fence require-
ment under this subparagraph.’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 

end; 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) not later than December 31, 2010, 

complete the construction of all the rein-
forced fencing and the installation of the re-
lated equipment described in subparagraph 
(A).’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(iii) FUNDING NOT CONTINGENT ON CON-
SULTATION.—Amounts appropriated to carry 
out this paragraph may not be impounded or 
otherwise withheld for failure to fully com-
ply with the consultation requirement under 
clause (i).’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2009, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall submit a report to Congress that de-
scribes— 

(1) the progress made in completing the re-
inforced fencing required under section 
102(b)(1) of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1103 note), as amended by this Act; 
and 

(2) the plans for completing such fencing 
before December 31, 2010. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I will 
speak to the amendment later. I see a 
colleague wanting to speak and so I 
will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
DeMint amendment No. 1399. 

Mr. MCCAIN. And the underlying leg-
islation is the Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1400 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1373 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and to call up 
amendment No. 1400. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1400 to 
amendment No. 1373. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate the appropriation for 

the Over-the-Road Bus Security Assist-
ance, as recommended by the Administra-
tion) 

On page 31, line 19, strike all through page 
32, line 3, and insert the following: 

(6) $350,000,000 shall be for Public Transpor-
tation Security Assistance and Railroad Se-
curity Assistance under sections 1406 and 
1513 of the Implementing Recommendations 
of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (Public 
Law 110-53; 6 U.S.C. 1135 and 1163), of which 
not less than $25,000,000 shall be for Amtrak 
security. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Homeland Security appro-
priations bill before us today spends 
$44.3 billion. It is $207.5 million—or 7 

percent more than last year’s appro-
priation and nearly $97 million more 
than the budget request. An increase of 
this size is remarkable. I need to re-
mind my colleagues that Americans 
are hurting, they are losing their jobs 
and their homes at record rates, and 
here we are, business as usual, as was 
made very clear in the vote on the 
amendment that was defeated con-
cerning a museum in Nebraska on an-
other appropriations bill—a bill that 
was supposed to be for funding legisla-
tive business of the Congress. On this 
bill again, it is business as usual. The 
level of spending is wrong, and there 
are numerous unrequested, unauthor-
ized earmarks which were added at the 
direction of members of the Appropria-
tions Committee and the Senate. 

Maybe we ought to take a look at 
them. This is the Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill, I 
would remind my colleagues, but we 
threw in $4 million for the Fort Madi-
son Bridge in Fort Madison, WI. As al-
ways, there are earmarks and geo-
graphic locations delineated in the bill 
for these pork-barrel projects. There is 
$39.7 million for the Advanced Training 
Center in West Virginia and $3.6 mil-
lion for the Coast Guard Operations 
Systems Center in West Virginia. That 
is a good place for Coast Guard oper-
ations, to say the least. 

I wish to point out that none of these 
earmarks were authorized. None of 
them had a hearing. None of them were 
requested. In fact, three of them I will 
read about were included in the Presi-
dent’s budget request in a report from 
the Office of Management and Budget 
entitled ‘‘Terminations, Reductions, 
and Savings: Budget of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, Fiscal Year 2010,’’ which was 
submitted by the Office of Management 
and Budget. In other words, the admin-
istration requested that these specific 
appropriations not be spent because of 
the fact they either are not needed or 
are outright wasteful spending of the 
taxpayers’ dollars. 

Continuing with the list of earmarks 
in this bill, we have another $16.8 mil-
lion for the Coast Guard Station in 
Cleveland Harbor, OH, to demolish the 
existing facility and construct a new 
multipurpose building. 

I wish to emphasize to my colleagues 
that these may be worthy projects. 
They may be. Generally, they aren’t, 
but they may be. But there has been no 
hearing, there is no request on the part 
of the administration, there is no re-
quest from anybody except for the rep-
resentative of that State. 

Continuing: $4 million for the Na-
tional Infrastructure Simulation and 
Analysis Center; $102 million for the 
National Domestic Preparedness Con-
sortium—and that contains six ear-
marks: The National Energetic Mate-
rials Research and Testing Center in 
New Mexico, $23 million; National Cen-
ter for Biomedical Research and Train-
ing at Louisiana State University, $23 
million; National Emergency Response 
and Rescue Training Center at Texas 
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A&M University, $23 million; National 
Exercise, Test, and Training Center in 
Nevada, $23 million; Transportation 
Technology Center in Pueblo, CO, $5 
million; and, of course, we never want 
to forget the Natural Disaster Pre-
paredness Training Center at the Uni-
versity of Hawaii, $5 million. 

There is $3 million for the Distrib-
uted Environment for Critical Infra-
structure Decision-making Exercises. 
We need $3 million for the infrastruc-
ture decision-making exercises. Money 
is also set aside for the Cyber Security 
Consortium, which is a group of 
schools, including Miami University of 
Ohio, Utah State University, Univer-
sity of Nevada at Reno, and Potomac 
Institute for Policy Studies. 

A certain thread may become appar-
ent throughout this conversation and 
that is that States which are generally 
getting most of this money happen to 
have representatives in the Senate on 
the Appropriations Committee. 

There is $2 million for the Cincinnati 
Urban Area Partnership; $20.8 million 
for the Southeast Region Research Ini-
tiative; $300,000 for the City of Hacken-
sack Emergency Operations Center. 
Emergency operations centers are very 
popular in this bill. But there was no 
competition for these emergency oper-
ation centers. They may be worth-
while, they may not. We will never 
know because they are earmarked by 
the Members and they range from $1 
million to $20 million to $247,000. We 
have New Jersey, New Jersey, New Jer-
sey; Washington State; Providence, RI; 
north Louisiana; Little Rock; 
Vermont; Columbus, OH; city of Ames; 
and the city of Mount Vernon. 

There is $900,000 for the City of 
Whitefish Emergency Operations Cen-
ter in Montana. And because we 
wouldn’t want to leave them out, there 
is $1 million for the City of Chicago 
Emergency Operations Center. 

None of these projects were requested 
by the administration or authorized or 
competitively bid in any way. No hear-
ing was held to judge whether these 
were national priorities worthy of 
scarce taxpayers’ dollars. They are in 
this bill for one reason and one reason 
only: because of the selective preroga-
tives of a few Members of the Senate. 
Sadly, these Members choose to serve 
their own interests over those of the 
American taxpayers. 

I have filed, and intend to offer, 
amendments to strike each and every 
one of these earmarks. Enough is 
enough. The American people are tired 
of this process, and they are tired of 
watching their hard-earned money go 
down the drain. I intend to fight every 
single unnecessary, unrequested, unau-
thorized earmark in every appropria-
tions bill. 

In addition to the earmarks I cov-
ered, this bill includes millions of dol-
lars for programs that the administra-
tion has sought to cut due to the pro-
gram’s ineffectiveness or lack of neces-
sity. The amendment I propose has as 
an example: The Over-the-road Bus Se-

curity Program. The administration 
proposed in its 2010 budget to eliminate 
the Over-the-Road Bus Security Pro-
gram since the awards are not based on 
risk, as recommended by the 9/11 Com-
mission, and has not been assessed as 
effective. Specifically, the Office of 
Management and Budget stated: 

Recently, the funding (for this program) 
has gone to private sector entities for busi-
ness investments in GPS-type tracking sys-
tems that they could be making without 
Federal funding. For now, this program 
should be eliminated in favor of funding ini-
tiatives aimed at mitigated verified transit 
threats. 

Again, in the Office of Management 
and Budget submission the administra-
tion says: 

The Government Accountability Office has 
recommended that TSA conduct an in-depth 
risk analysis of the commercial vehicle sec-
tor before more funding is allocated. 

For now, this program should be elimi-
nated in favor of funding initiatives aimed at 
mitigating verified transit threats. Funding 
for the intercity bus industry should be in-
cluded in the larger Public Rail/Transit Se-
curity Grant program and prioritized against 
all transit-related security investments. 

But it is not. Here, on the one hand, 
we have the President announce with 
great fanfare a group of reductions and 
terminations and savings that the ad-
ministration is going to make and is 
strongly urging be done. Here we have 
on the bill an earmark that, indeed, 
funds these very same programs the ad-
ministration wants eliminated. 

There is another one, and that is the 
U.S. Coast Guard Loran-C. Loran-C 
sounds like a pretty good program, but 
the fact is, this $35 million, by the way, 
is a federally funded radio navigation 
system for civil marine use in coastal 
areas. I will quote from the Office of 
Management and Budget: 

The Nation no longer needs this system be-
cause federally supported civilian Global Po-
sitioning System—GPS—has replaced it with 
superior capabilities. As a result, Loran-C, 
including recent limited technological en-
hancements, serves only the remaining small 
group of long-time users. It no longer serves 
any governmental function and is not capa-
ble as a backup for GPS. 

So we are going to spend $35 million 
on GPS that is useless. It is useless for 
Loran-C. Why? Why would we want to 
do that? Why would we want to spend 
that kind of money? It is amazing. 

Then there is the emergency oper-
ation centers, of course, some $20 mil-
lion for operation centers in Ohio, Illi-
nois, Indiana, New Jersey—et cetera. 
These, of course, are obviously the re-
sult of earmarks. Again, the Office of 
Management and Budget says the ad-
ministration is proposing to eliminate 
the Emergency Operations Center 
Grant Program in the 2010 budget be-
cause the program’s award allocations 
are not based on risk assessment. 

Oh, really. Also: 
. . . other Department of Homeland Security 
grant programs can provide funding for the 
same purpose more effectively. 

It goes on to talk about how the 
grant program was established: 
. . . by supporting flexible, sustainable, se-
cure and interoperable EOCs, with a focus on 

addressing identified deficiencies and needs. 
. . . The EOC Grant Program uses award cri-
teria that are not risk-based, and the admin-
istration supports a risk-based approach to 
homeland security grant awards. 

I wonder how many of these would be 
awarded if they were risk based and 
how many of them are awarded because 
of the influence of members of the Ap-
propriations Committee. 

In addition, in 2009, EOC construction and 
renovation was approved as an allowable ex-
pense under the Emergency Management 
Performance Grant Program, thus providing 
a more effective funding mechanism through 
which potential grantees prioritize expendi-
tures on EOCs against other emergency man-
agement initiatives. 

In other words, we are spending these 
millions of dollars—$20 million I guess 
it is—in an unnecessary fashion that 
has nothing to do with risk but has ev-
erything to do with influence. 

It is business as usual in our Nation’s 
Capitol. We just came off a recess. A 
lot of us spent time, as I did, traveling 
around our States. People in my State 
are hurting. People in my State are 
wondering whether they are going to 
be able to keep their jobs or get a job; 
whether they will be able to afford 
health care; whether they are going to 
be able to educate their children. They 
are having to tighten their belts in 
ways that certainly no one has ever 
had to do before in their lifetime. 

So what do we do here? Business as 
usual: $97-some-million of unnecessary 
and unwanted pork. Last year, Con-
gress appropriated many millions of 
dollars. This, once again, is $97 million 
more than the budget request, and 
much of that is obviously unnecessary 
and unneeded and in some cases even 
unwanted. 

On behalf of the citizens of my State 
who are having to tighten their belts, 
who are undergoing unprecedented dif-
ficulties and hard times while we are 
on this spending spree and accumu-
lating trillions of dollars of debt—we 
are committing generational theft, 
laying it on our children and grand-
children. I intend to fight for their tax 
dollars, and I intend to fight until this 
egregious practice of porkbarrel ear-
marked spending, which has bred cor-
ruption, is brought to a halt. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, before I 

yield the floor I would like to include 
in the RECORD at this time a list of the 
various bus companies and the States 
in which they operate. I ask unanimous 
consent they be printed in the RECORD 
at this time. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FY 2009 INTERCITY BUS SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM 
FINAL ALLOCATIONS 

State Entity name Amount 

Tier I 
MA ............ Peter Pan Bus Lines, Inc. (PPBL) .................. $258,749 
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FY 2009 INTERCITY BUS SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM 

FINAL ALLOCATIONS—Continued 

State Entity name Amount 

NJ ............. Academy Express, LLC. ................................... 1,348,460 
Coach USA Inc ................................................ 444,075 

TX ............. CUSA, LLC ....................................................... 699,641 
Greyhound Lines, Inc. ..................................... 3,675,223 

Tier II 
AR ............ Little Rock Tours ............................................. 50,815 
CA ............ SF Navigatour Inc. dba Super Sightseeing .... 99,691 

Silver State Coach .......................................... 8,497 
CT ............ DATTCO ........................................................... 115,743 
FL ............. Escot Bus Lines, Inc. ..................................... 67,377 
GA ............ HTA Enterprises dba Swept Away Coach and 

Tours.
103,275 

Pendergrass Charters ..................................... 43,921 
IA ............. Burlington Stage Lines ................................... 132,675 

Windstar Lines, Inc. ........................................ 50,803 
IL .............. O’Hare Wisconsin Limousine dba Prairie 

Trailways.
8,497 

Vandalia Bus Lines ........................................ 17,563 
IN ............. Bloomington Shuttle Service, Inc. .................. 57,286 

Free Enterprise System/Royal, LLC ................. 34,029 
Star of America dba Star of Indiana ............. 49,324 
The Free Enterprise System ............................ 34,029 

KS ............ Village Charters dba Village Tours & Travel 84,683 
LA ............. American International Travel dba Dixieland 

Tours and Cruises.
8,497 

Calco Travel, Inc. ............................................ 42,601 
Hotard Coaches, Inc. ...................................... 85,664 
Louisiana Coaches Inc. .................................. 8,497 

MA ............ CAVALIER COACH TRAILWAYS ......................... 8,497 
Crystal Transport, Inc. .................................... 108,625 

MD ........... BK Charter, Inc. .............................................. 63,339 
ME ............ NorthEast Charter and Tour Co., Inc. ............ 8,497 
MN ........... Jefferson Partners LP ..................................... 224,069 
MO ........... Heartland Motor Coach,Inc. ............................ 8,497 
MS ............ Cline Tours Inc. .............................................. 139,627 
MT ............ Rimrock Stages Inc. ....................................... 8,497 
NC ............ T.R.Y., Inc. dba Young Transportation ........... 93,564 
NE ............ Busco, Inc. dba Arrow Stage Lines ................ 137,156 
NJ ............. A-1 Limousine, Inc. ........................................ 131,430 

Lakeland Bus Lines, Inc. ................................ 191,800 
Rossmeyer & Weber, Inc. dba Raritan Valley 56,154 
Safety Bus Service, Inc. dba Safety Bus ....... 34,029 
Stout’s Charter Service, Inc. .......................... 363,001 

NY ............ Brown Coach, Inc. .......................................... 84,405 
Excellent Bus Service, Inc. ............................. 17,563 
Leprechaun Lines, Inc. ................................... 63,183 
Monroe Bus Company, Inc. ............................. 157,069 
Monsey New Square Trails Corp. ................... 265,051 
Paradise Travel, Inc. ....................................... 7,956 
Private One of New York LLC ......................... 200,262 
Upstate Transit of Saratoga, LLC .................. 46,611 
West Point Trailways ...................................... 7,956 

OH ............ Croswell Bus Line dba Croswell VIP Motor-
coach Services.

274,093 

OK ............ Passenger Transportation Specialist, Inc. dba 
Red Carpet Charters.

49,324 

PA ............ Carl R. Bieber ................................................. 111,607 
Frank Martz Coach Company, Inc. ................. 16,313 
Fullington Auto Bus Co. ................................. 187,001 
Krapf Coaches, Inc. ........................................ 64,172 
MGR Travel, Ltd. dba Elite Coach ................. 58,946 
Myers Coach Lines Inc. .................................. 8,497 
Red Lion Bus Company .................................. 40,192 
Trans-Bridge Lines, Inc. ................................. 237,600 

RI ............. Flagship Trailways .......................................... 8,497 
SC ............ Cross Country Tours ....................................... 8,497 

Lancaster Tours, Inc. ...................................... 135,966 
TN ............ Anchor Tours, Inc. dba Anchor Bus Charters 112,653 
TX ............. Gotta Go Express Trailways ............................ 8,497 

Sierra Stage Coaches, Inc. ............................. 8,497 
VA ............ Abbott Bus Lines, Inc. .................................... 8,497 

DC Trails, Inc. ................................................. 180,800 
WA ............ Discovery Tours LLC ....................................... 43,141 
WI ............. Kobussen Buses LTD. ..................................... 8,497 

Lamers Bus Lines, Inc. .................................. 85,260 
Riteway Bus Service, Inc. ............................... 45,000 

Total ......................................................................... 11,658,000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be permitted to 
speak as in morning business for a pe-
riod of about 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, let 
me begin by thanking my dear friend 
from the State of Arizona for once 
again reminding us of this egregious 
practice of earmark spending that con-
tinues to not only grow but continues 
to be a dark mark on our record as 
Members of the Congress. 

I think, as he rightly pointed out, at 
a time of serious economic distress in 
places such as Arizona—and I certainly 
could say as well in Florida—it is a bit 

out of sync for us to continue the 
spending as usual just for the mere fact 
that there is a member of the Appro-
priations Committee who can, in fact, 
command something be done only be-
cause it would benefit a narrow inter-
est in their State, within their district, 
and which, in fact, may not be re-
quested and which may not be needed. 

HONDURAS 
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I 

rise, though, to speak about the events 
in Honduras. The events that are tak-
ing place in Honduras right now are 
the unfortunate result of the silence of 
both the United States and the inter- 
American community to the assault on 
Honduras’ democratic institutions. 

It is difficult for Hondurans and 
other democrats within the region to 
understand the full significance of 
President Zelaya’s expulsion from Hon-
duras. Up until this point, there has 
not been any significant voice in the 
opposition to the dismantling of demo-
cratic institutions and free societies in 
Venezuela, Bolivia—and as Honduras 
was going down the path, you might 
also add Nicaragua to that, to name 
only a few of the most visible cases. 

It is also hard to explain why there 
was this silence in the face of President 
Zelaya’s earlier unconstitutional ac-
tions, especially the event that ap-
peared to precipitate his ousting: the 
storming of a military base to seize 
and distribute ballots for a referendum 
that previously had been declared un-
constitutional by the Honduran Su-
preme Court. 

A fundamental tenet of democracy is 
the separation of powers. You have a 
President in the executive branch and 
then you have the judicial branch of 
government, a coequal and separate 
branch, and that branch told the Presi-
dent the referendum he was seeking to 
have to extend his rule beyond the con-
stitutional term was illegal, it should 
not be done. He was undeterred and he 
was completely unrepentant as he 
sought to continue his plan to have a 
referendum, even though the Congress, 
even though the judiciary had already 
told him that was in contravention of 
the Constitution of their country. 

Where was the region’s outrage over 
Hugo Chavez’s support for Mr. Zelaya’s 
unconstitutional actions in Honduras? 
Mr. Chavez supported Mr. Zelaya be-
cause they are kindred spirits, because 
Mr. Chavez had already been able to 
usurp every institution of democracy 
within his country of Venezuela and 
now rules as an autocrat. He wanted to 
have the same playbook applied in 
Honduras as he coached and shepherded 
to do some of the same things in Bo-
livia and to some degree in Nicaragua 
as well—and Nicaragua coming along. 

The Honduran people decided this 
was not going to happen in their coun-
try, and the people in the Honduran 
Congress and in the Honduran Supreme 
Court decided it was not going to hap-
pen on their watch. But the region’s si-
lence toward the assault on democracy 
in Honduras followed a pattern of ac-

quiescence of Chavez’s dismantling of 
democratic institutions and civil lib-
erties in Venezuela. 

For instance, the OAS has said abso-
lutely nothing about Chavez’s closing 
of independent media, his manipula-
tion of elections, his erosion of inde-
pendent branches of government, and 
his usurping of the authority of local 
elected officials. Leaders like Chavez, 
Ortega, and Zelaya have cloaked them-
selves in the language of democracy 
when it was convenient for them. Yet 
their actions ignored it when it did not 
further their personal ambitions. 

This situation was compounded by 
the actions of the United States, in-
cluding work behind the scenes to keep 
the Honduran Congress and Supreme 
Court from using the clearly legal 
means of Presidential impeachment. 
Some of us have wondered why wasn’t 
he impeached? Why didn’t the Congress 
go ahead and impeach President 
Zelaya? Our Embassy in Tegucigalpa 
counseled that the Hondurans should 
not use the tools of impeachment. 

Having stood on sidelines while Mr. 
Zelaya overstepped his nation’s Con-
stitution, the United States and the 
inter-American community only speak 
now. Protecting a sitting President, re-
gardless of his illegal acts, sets a dan-
gerous precedent. Instead, U.S. policy 
should be focused on only supporting 
efforts that uphold the integrity of 
constitutional order and democratic in-
stitutions. 

In fairness to the Obama administra-
tion, this distorted policy is not new. 
Through advice from the State Depart-
ment, former President George W. 
Bush was talked out of having the 
United States stand visibly with demo-
cratic advocates in Latin America. The 
advice was based on the belief that by 
not making the United States an issue, 
this would allow the region to stand up 
for democratic activists. Unfortu-
nately, no country or leader did so, and 
most significant of all, the leader of 
the OAS has sat idly by, year after 
year, as democracy after democracy 
was dismantled, one piece at a time, 
one election at a time, one institution 
at a time, saying absolutely nothing. 

The OAS has a responsibility to con-
demn and sanction Presidential abuses, 
not just abuses against Presidents. Be-
cause of the OAS failure to uphold the 
checks and balances within democ-
racies, it has become an enabler of au-
thoritarian leaders throughout the re-
gion. The result of this has been a sig-
nal of acceptance to antidemocratic ac-
tions and abandonment of those fight-
ing for democracy in Venezuela, Bo-
livia, Nicaragua, Ecuador, and else-
where. 

This silence was compounded by the 
recent repudiation of the application of 
the Inter-American Democratic Char-
ter to the Cuban dictatorship. Iron-
ically, it was in Honduras, with Mr. 
Zelaya taking a leading role, where the 
OAS General Assembly decided against 
any clear democratic standards for 
Cuba retaking its seat in that organi-
zation. 
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So here is what occurred: The OAS, 

filled with a desire to reincorporate 
Cuba into the family of nations, com-
pletely ignored that for 50 years Cuba 
has been a military dictatorship with-
out even the vestiges of a free and fair 
election, and they invited Cuba to be 
readmitted without setting up a stand-
ard by which they would have to live. 

President Zelaya, with his partner 
Hugo Chavez, was leading the charge in 
saying Cuba should be welcomed back 
and there should be no conditions, no 
conditions of democratic rule like the 
ones he is now relying upon to try to 
get his Presidency back. 

It is Mr. Zelaya now seeking the very 
protection of the Democratic Charter 
of the OAS which he thinks applies to 
him but which he felt was unimportant 
to apply the rights and opportunities 
to the Cuban people to try to claim the 
democratic future for themselves. 

The crisis in Honduras stems from 
the failure of its leaders to live within 
constitutional boundaries and from the 
earlier silence of the United States and 
the international community regarding 
the abuse of power by the Honduran ex-
ecutive. Tragically, the United States 
and the OAS have put Honduras and 
the region in a position where democ-
racy is the loser once again. 

The return of Mr. Zelaya will signal 
the approval of his unconstitutional 
acts. If he is not allowed to return, 
then the unacceptable behavior of forc-
ibly exiling a leader elected by the peo-
ple would be given tacit approval. This 
is what happens when principles are 
sacrificed for a policy that can only be 
described as the appeasement of au-
thoritarians. 

In the current crisis, neither the 
United States nor other countries in 
the region or the international commu-
nity should be taking sides in a con-
stitutional dispute but, rather, encour-
aging a resolution through dialog 
among Hondurans. To this end, efforts 
should be focused on helping 
Hondurans form a reconciliation gov-
ernment that would include represent-
atives not associated with either the 
Zelaya administration or the current 
interim government. 

The objective should be to keep 
Hondurans on track to hold currently 
scheduled Presidential elections in No-
vember, with the inauguration of a new 
President in January as mandated in 
the Honduran Constitution. The newly 
elected President, with an electoral 
mandate, then can decide whether and 
how to deal with Mr. Zelaya and those 
involved in his ouster. 

As the Senate takes up President 
Obama’s nominees for key State De-
partment positions in Latin America, 
it is time to question the acceptance 
by the United States and the inter- 
American community of the sustained 
dismantling of democratic institutions 
in free societies by Presidents seeking 
to consolidate personal power at any 
cost. This is the larger challenge in 
Latin America, and Honduras is only 
the latest symptom. The United States 

must no longer remain silent when 
democratic institutions are under-
mined. Any disruption of the constitu-
tional order is unacceptable, regardless 
of who commits it. 

It would be well for us to remember 
that as we look forward to what may 
come next, the Presidential succession 
ought to be honored, however, institu-
tions of democracy ought to also be 
equally honored. 

Secretary of State Clinton met today 
at 1 o’clock with deposed President 
Zelaya. It appears she is seeking to 
align the United States with the medi-
ation that is about to be undertaken by 
President Oscar Arias, a Nobel Prize- 
winning, well-regarded man from Costa 
Rica, and that President Arias might 
take this opportunity to see how we 
can bring this process back together 
again. 

It seems to me that the elections in 
Honduras ought to take place as sched-
uled and a new democratically elected 
government ought to go forward. The 
real question is, Will Mr. Zelaya be al-
lowed to return to the office of Presi-
dent? It seems to be fairly unanimous 
that all Honduran institutions oppose 
such an outcome. They do not want Mr. 
Zelaya back. They have seen the dark 
movie of what life can be like in a 
Cuba-type situation. They have seen 
the dark movie of what life can be like 
in a Cuba-type situation. They have 
seen the erosion of democracy with the 
complete erosion of freedoms, so much 
made a dear part of what we in this 
country believe in that has taken place 
in Venezuela. They have seen the con-
tinued erosion of democratic values in 
Nicaragua and they do not want to see 
it happen in their country, and one 
cannot blame them. It would only be 
fitting that they should find comfort 
by those of us in this country who not 
only value democracy for us but be-
lieve it should be shared by others 
around the world no matter their cir-
cumstances. 

It isn’t good enough to be elected 
democratically but then rule as a dic-
tator and in the process of being an 
elected President, then move to erode 
all of the institutions of democracy— 
the courts, the congresses, even the 
military as an institution; they ought 
to be respected. Their independence 
ought to be valued. The playbook of 
Mr. Chavez, which is to dismantle the 
military leadership and bring in cro-
nies of his, the efforts to then discredit 
the courts and bring in judges that he 
would also approve—this has been the 
playbook by which Chavez has operated 
and one that Mr. Zelaya was attempt-
ing to put into play. 

So let’s hope President Arias from 
Costa Rica will be able to lead a medi-
ation effort that will bring together all 
of the disparate groups so that there 
can be a free and fair election and 
there can be a resolution to this crisis 
of democracy. But let this also be a 
wake-up call to the rest of us who have 
sat silently by as this erosion of de-
mocracy takes place one country at a 

time in Latin America. We ought to 
say: Enough is enough. Let’s stand for 
the rule of law, let’s stand for democ-
racy, not only on election day but each 
and every day thereafter as we seek 
leaders who not only are elected demo-
cratically but govern democratically. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to 

compliment my colleague from Florida 
for a very thorough explanation of 
what has been, to many Americans, a 
very confusing situation and also his 
support for the most recent call for a 
mediation and discussion among the 
various parties so that this whole mat-
ter can be brought to a successful con-
clusion without armed force or other 
inappropriate action. I, too, hope that 
can produce the right kind of result. 
But I think the point—if I could, while 
the Senator is still here, make this 
point strongly, as he did—you have to 
stand up for what is right. And we all 
know an election does not a democracy 
make. You can elect a government 
which then begins to govern 
undemocratically. 

Unfortunately, some of the govern-
ments in the southern part of our 
hemisphere have started all right with 
the elections and then ended in a very 
bad way. We certainly did not want 
that to happen to our friends in Hon-
duras. And, in fact, the people of Hon-
duras did not want that either. They 
are people who stood by us when we 
were trying to support the forces of 
freedom who were fighting in Nica-
ragua, and there were some sacrifices 
on the part of the Hondurans to do 
that. It is a country that has had very 
friendly relations with the United 
States over the years, and it is impor-
tant for us to stand up for our friends. 

For that, I compliment my colleague 
from Florida, and I again add my voice 
to his saying we hope these discussions 
the Secretary of State has now called 
for can produce an appropriate resolu-
tion to this issue without any kind of 
bloodshed. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona for his kind comments. 
But it also brings up one more point. 
Honduras has been by our side. There is 
no more important country, in terms 
of military relations in Central Amer-
ica, than Honduras, where we have a 
presence of our military, where we 
work together in partnership to try to 
stem the flow of drugs and narcotics 
into our country, and where we con-
duct not only training missions but 
other important training missions with 
the Honduran military, where we are 
very involved in providing aid and as-
sistance. 

I think it would be well for us to hold 
back any declaration that a coup has 
taken place that would then trigger 
other events. This is not your tradi-
tional military coup where a military 
group decides to set up a junta. These 
are military people who, while maybe 
they acted a little too strongly, the 
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fact is, they did not seek power for 
themselves but they established a con-
gressional order. So it is important. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, that is pre-
cisely the way I see it as well. I hope 
that helps to clarify for the American 
people what is really going on there 
and that we can support our friends in 
Honduras and that relationship which 
has existed all these years can con-
tinue to be the productive one it has 
been. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be able to 
speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HELSINKI COMMISSION 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 

this time as the Chairman of the U.S. 
Helsinki Commission, for which I had 
the opportunity to lead a delegation of 
13 members representing the United 
States at the 18th Annual Parliamen-
tary Assembly of the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe. 
We attended meetings in Europe, along 
with representatives, parliamentarians 
from 56 countries representing Europe, 
central Asia, Canada, and the United 
States. 

We first decided to stop in Bosnia, 
and we did that because I am sure my 
colleagues recall the bloody conflict 
that erupted in the former Yugoslavia, 
in Bosnia, in which communities were 
dislocated and people were killed be-
cause of their ethnic background. 

We found in Bosnia, because of out-
side interference, the three ethnic com-
munities that had coexisted for many 
years were drawn into a conflict. The 
United States, in the Dayton Accords, 
took the leadership in trying to figure 
out a way in which we could get the 
ethnic communities to live together in 
peace. As a result of the Dayton Ac-
cords, there was this government es-
tablished for Bosnia which is a bit un-
usual. There are three Presidents, one 
representing the orthodox community, 
the Serbs, one representing the ethnic 
Bosnians, and one representing the eth-
nic Croats. And this government 
brought an end to the open violence. 

But we knew in recent weeks and 
months there had been problems in 
Bosnia. So we traveled to Sarajevo to 
talk to all of the ethnic community 
leaders to see what was happening. And 
I must tell you, there has been progress 
in that region, particularly with the 
neighboring countries that are now 
progressing, some of which are our 
strong allies in NATO, and we have 
seen progress to integration in Europe. 
So we can take pride in what we have 
been able to achieve in that region of 
Europe in the Balkans. 

But Bosnia needs our attention. I am 
pleased we were there. I think it is 
clear to each member of our delegation 
that if Bosnia is going to be able to 
continue its integration into Europe— 
we hope that will occur—if Bosnia is 
going to be able to move on a path to-

ward NATO membership, it needs to 
have constitutional reform so it has a 
functioning federal government pro-
tecting the rights of the three entities. 
But it needs to have a government that 
can function, and during our trip I 
think we delivered that message. We 
were there shortly after Vice President 
BIDEN was there. 

We then traveled to Vilnius, where 
the annual meeting was taking place. 
But we took the opportunity to visit 
Minsk in Belarus. We did that because 
Belarus is a repressive state in which 
the President, Mr. Lukashenko, rules 
with an iron fist. The political opposi-
tion is denied the normal opportunities 
of a government. 

We went there because we wanted to 
have an opportunity to advance the 
OSCE principles. The Helsinki Com-
mission, which is our arm in imple-
menting the OSCE, is known for ad-
vancing human rights, it is known for 
advancing economic cooperation, it is 
known for advancing security issues. 
And we went to Belarus because we 
wanted that country, which is a mem-
ber of OSCE, to live up to its OSCE 
commitments, to allow its people basic 
human rights, the right of a free press, 
the right to express their views, the 
right to challenge their government 
peacefully, the right to organize the re-
ligions of their choice, and the right 
for economic reform, which is being de-
nied to the people of Belarus. We met 
with President Lukashenko, and we 
met with the leaders of the different 
factions, of the activists. 

We also carried a humanitarian re-
quest. There was an American, Mr. 
Zeltser, Emanual Zeltser, who was im-
prisoned in Belarus. We do not know 
why he was imprisoned. There were se-
cret indictments and a secret trial. The 
United States was not permitted to 
monitor the trial. He was sentenced to 
3 years. He has a very serious medical 
condition. It is believed he could not 
survive if he remained in Belarusian 
prisons. So we carried a humanitarian 
request that he be released. Mr. 
Lukashenko had the power to do that, 
and we were very pleased that our hu-
manitarian request was granted. Dur-
ing our meetings, the President told us 
he would honor our request that he be 
released immediately, and Mr. Zeltser 
was released later that afternoon, and 
he is now back in safe care. So we ap-
preciated that effort, and we hope that 
represents a change in the direction of 
Belarus. 

We made it clear that if the 
Belarusian Government made concrete 
steps toward the OSCE-type reforms on 
human rights, on economics, and other 
issues, then it would be a signal to the 
international community that we 
would bring Belarus more into the fam-
ily of nations. 

This Congress passed the Democracy 
Act, which imposed sanctions against 
Belarus because of their repressive re-
gime. I hope our trip, which was the 
highest delegation to visit Belarus in 
over a decade, will be the first step to 

seeing change in that country and a 
better relationship between Belarus 
and other countries in Europe and the 
United States. 

The main reason for our visit was to 
go to Vilnius, Lithuania, to participate 
in the Parliamentary Assembly. One 
member of our delegation visited Lat-
via in order to advance relations. At 
the Parliamentary Assembly, I was 
pleased that Congressman ROBERT 
ADERHOLT was elected vice chairman of 
the Third Committee, which is human 
rights. There are only three commit-
tees in the OSCE: for human rights, ec-
onomics, and security. An American, 
Congressman ADERHOLT, will be vice 
chairman of the Human Rights Com-
mittee. I was elected vice president. 
That follows in the footsteps of Con-
gressman ALCEE HASTINGS, former 
President of the Parliamentary Assem-
bly. 

The United States proposed three 
resolutions in addition to the normal 
work. All three were adopted—one on 
maternal mortality, one on Afghani-
stan encouraging the Obama adminis-
tration’s policies in Afghanistan, and 
one on Internet freedom. All three of 
these resolutions were adopted by the 
Parliamentary Assembly. 

We also recommended 26 amend-
ments to the core resolutions. All 26 
amendments were adopted. I wish to 
cover some quickly because I think 
they are important to U.S. policy and 
we now have the support of the OSCE, 
of the European and central Asian 
communities in advancing these goals. 

One was to seek Pakistan’s interest 
in becoming an OSCE partner. They 
are not eligible for membership be-
cause it is central Asia, Europe, and 
North America. But we have partners 
in cooperation that work with us. We 
have Mediterranean partners, including 
Israel and Jordan and Egypt. We have 
Asian partners that belong, including 
Afghanistan. We think it would be 
helpful if Pakistan sought membership 
as a partner in cooperation within 
OSCE. By way of example, OSCE has a 
mission in Afghanistan that deals with 
border security. They know how to do 
nation building, how to help countries. 
We think that could be useful in deal-
ing with U.S. policies against terrorists 
in Afghanistan and Pakistan if both 
had an arrangement with the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. That amendment was approved 
by the Parliamentary Assembly. 

We offered another amendment deal-
ing with combating anti-Semitism. 
The U.S. Helsinki Commission has been 
a leader in developing strategies to 
deal with the rise of anti-Semitism. We 
have made a lot of progress. We contin-
ued to make progress at this meeting 
in dealing with the rise of anti-Semi-
tism. 

There were amendments offered deal-
ing with water issues, energy, climate 
change, and preserving cultural herit-
age sites. We had a very active delega-
tion, and we advanced many causes 
that were important to the United 
States. 
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We had bilateral meetings. We met 

with our counterparts from Russia to 
try to improve the dialog between Rus-
sia and the United States. This was a 
day or two before the meeting of our 
Presidents in Moscow. I think it is in 
keeping with the Obama strategy of 
trying to have a more effective dialog 
between the United States and Russia. 
We have differences, but we need to un-
derstand each other’s positions to try 
to bring about the type of change that 
would be in the interests of both coun-
tries. We underscored those points dur-
ing our bilateral meetings with the 
Russian parliamentarians. 

We also met with the parliamentar-
ians from Georgia. We were very dis-
appointed that the OSCE mission in 
Georgia was terminated as a result of 
Russia’s veto of the continuation of 
that mission. That mission deals with 
conflict prevention. It is there to keep 
peace in Georgia, where we know there 
is still the potential for conflict to 
erupt at any moment. We had a chance 
to meet with the Georgia parliamen-
tarians to go over those issues. 

We met with the parliamentarians 
from Lithuania. The last time I was in 
Lithuania was February 1991, when the 
Soviet tanks were in Lithuania, where 
they had taken over the TV towers. We 
returned to the TV towers. We were 
there in 1991 and saw the tragedy that 
the Soviets had committed in that 
country. We also went to the par-
liament building, where it was barri-
caded in 1991 because of Soviet tanks. 
Now we were able to enter a free coun-
try, a close ally of the United States, a 
member of NATO. It was a proud mo-
ment to return to that site and see 
what has happened. The United States 
has a proud record of always recog-
nizing the independence of Lithuania 
and never recognizing the Soviet take-
over of that independent country. We 
had a chance to meet with the Presi-
dent. We had a chance to meet with the 
parliamentarians, and we met with the 
Prime Minister. We mentioned an issue 
that is still pending that needs to be 
resolved; that is, property restitution 
issues and community property issues 
dating back to the Nazi occupation. We 
urged the Lithuanian Parliament to 
promptly pass an appropriate law so 
that the payments can be made to the 
appropriate victims as quickly as pos-
sible since many of the families are 
dying out and it is important that this 
issue be handled as quickly as possible. 
I hope Lithuania will follow through on 
those recommendations. 

We had a very busy agenda. I am very 
proud of the work of each member of 
our delegation. We advanced the inter-
ests of the United States. We will be 
following through on the different dis-
cussions we had to make sure progress 
continues in each of these areas. It was 
an honor to represent the Senate with 
the Helsinki Commission. We will keep 
Senators informed on the progress we 
are making. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KAUFMAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 4:45 p.m. today, 
there be 2 minutes of debate prior to a 
vote in relation to McCain amendment 
No. 1400, with the time equally divided 
and controlled between Senator 
MCCAIN and the majority leader or 
their designees; further, that on 
Wednesday, July 8, when the Senate re-
sumes consideration of H.R. 2892, there 
be 5 minutes for debate prior to a vote 
in relation to the Sessions amendment 
No. 1371, with the time equally divided 
and controlled between Senator SCHU-
MER and Senator SESSIONS or their des-
ignees; that upon disposition of the 
Sessions amendment No. 1371, the Sen-
ate resume consideration of DeMint 
amendment No. 1300, with 2 minutes of 
debate prior to a vote in relation there-
to, with the time equally divided be-
tween Senator MURRAY and Senator 
DEMINT or their designees; that no 
amendment be in order to any of the 
amendments covered in this agreement 
prior to a vote in relation to these 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me 
quickly say, before I turn it over to my 
friend from New Hampshire, we have 
been in many quorum calls today, with 
plenty of opportunities to offer amend-
ments. We have to move forward on 
this bill. When we finish this bill, we 
have 10 other appropriations bills to 
do. We have to move forward on this 
bill. People cannot complain that they 
have not had opportunity to offer 
amendments when they don’t offer 
them. 

DEBT EXPLOSION 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak on a couple of items. The two 
things I wish to speak about are, first, 
this rumbling we are starting to hear 
about having a third stimulus package. 
Some people say it is a second. It is a 
third stimulus package. We did a tax 
stimulus package about $140 billion and 
the $700-plus billion stimulus package 
earlier this year. It is incomprehen-
sible to me that we would want to have 
another stimulus package unpaid for 
and add that to the debt. 

We are facing a massive explosion of 
debt in this country. The best thing we 
can do to get this economy going would 
be to show the world and the American 
people we are serious about doing 
something about our debt. 

To roll out another stimulus package 
in the face of that type of a situation 
that would be unpaid for is a huge mis-
take, whether it is a tax cut or whether 
it is spending. I cannot understand why 
we are even thinking about it. 

When we look at the stimulus pack-
age which was just passed a few 

months ago, that hasn’t even spent 
out. Only 15 percent of that is going to 
be spent this year, and another 37 per-
cent of it will be spent next year. That 
means we still have 50 percent of the 
spending of that $700-plus billion bill to 
occur in 2011 and beyond. So if the pur-
pose of a new stimulus package is to 
try to bring up the slack in the econ-
omy as we move into 2010 and on to 
2011, we do not need it because we al-
ready have a stimulus package that is 
coming down the road, if you accept 
that as being useful—I don’t happen 
to—but it is clearly counterproductive 
if it is simply going to add to and in-
crease the debt of this Nation and the 
debt that is passed on to our children. 

The debt of this country is increasing 
to astronomical proportions. We are 
looking at deficits of 4 to 5 percent of 
GDP for the next 10 years. We are look-
ing at a debt that goes to 80 percent of 
GDP. The new stimulus would aggra-
vate both those numbers dramatically. 

To quote my colleague from North 
Dakota, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, the debt is the threat. If 
we continue to pass through this Con-
gress spending which is not offset, 
which is not paid for, in the name of 
stimulus or anything else, we are sim-
ply aggravating this extraordinarily 
difficult situation, which is the mas-
sive explosion of Federal debt. It is not 
fair to our children. More importantly, 
it is not correct, and it is not good pol-
icy. 

Nothing would energize this economy 
more than to have the world look at 
America and recognize that we are 
going to do something substantive 
about reducing our debt and our defi-
cits. People around the world and in 
our Nation would have confidence in 
our government again. But if we con-
tinue to talk about rolling out another 
stimulus upon the stimulus we already 
have—the first stimulus and the second 
stimulus—rolling out a third stimulus, 
which will be unpaid for and expensive, 
that is not sound fiscal policy. 

Since the debt is the issue, let me 
turn to the second point I wish to 
make. The TARP, which has received a 
lot of negative press over the last few 
months, has accomplished its purpose 
in large degree. The reason the TARP 
was passed was to stabilize the finan-
cial industry during a period when it 
looked like we were going to have a 
cataclysmic implosion of the financial 
industry. We were on the verge of a 
catastrophic event, where basically our 
whole financial industry would have 
melted down, bringing down with it 
Main Street and people’s ability to get 
loans, people’s ability to send their 
kids to school, people’s ability to buy a 
house, to meet a payroll, run a small 
business. All that would have been at 
risk if the financial institutions of this 
country had been allowed to implode, 
which is exactly where we were back in 
September and October when the 
TARP was passed. 

With those TARP dollars, those fi-
nancial institutions are stabilized, and 
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they were stabilized by purchasing 
what is known as preferred stock in 
them. 

As part of the TARP, it was made 
very clear that the $700 billion that 
was going to be spent to stabilize the 
financial institutions, or potentially 
spent—not all of it was spent—that 
those dollars, when they came back— 
and we expected them to come back be-
cause it was an investment; it was not 
spending like a stimulus package 
where we essentially put money out 
the door and it never comes back; we 
were buying assets, the preferred stock 
of these banks. When those moneys 
came back to the Treasury, it was un-
derstood that those moneys would be 
used to reduce the deficit and the debt. 
That was the understanding that was 
written in the bill. The moneys from 
TARP, as they came back in, would be 
used to reduce the debt. 

We are now seeing the first group 
come in. Mr. President, $70 billion has 
come back to the Treasury as a result 
of four or five major banks paying off 
the TARP moneys through repur-
chasing their preferred stock. Interest-
ingly enough, the taxpayers made some 
money here. We made about $4.5 billion 
on that investment—a pretty good deal 
over 4 months to make $4.5 billion. 
That money is also coming to the 
Treasury. Those dollars should be used 
to reduce the debt. That is what the 
whole idea was: Buy assets, stabilize 
the financial industries, as the assets 
come back, pay down the debt that was 
run up in order to purchase those as-
sets. 

Unfortunately, some of my col-
leagues in the other body have sug-
gested that we now start spending this 
money as it comes in on what happens 
to be, I am sure, very worthwhile ini-
tiatives which they want to pursue in 
the area of housing, in the case of one 
proposal. That would be the totally 
wrong thing to do. These dollars have 
to be used to reduce the debt, and by 
using them to reduce the debt, once 
again we will make it clear to Ameri-
cans and to the international commu-
nity that we are going to act in a fis-
cally prudent way, and we will have a 
very positive impact on how much it 
costs us as a nation to borrow on the 
value of our dollars and on the amount 
of outstanding debt which we face as a 
nation, which is extraordinary, as I 
mentioned earlier. 

It is totally inappropriate to spend 
this money on something other than 
what the proposal originally was, 
which was to spend it to stabilize the 
financial institutions and then take 
the money we received—in this case, 
with interest—and use it to pay down 
the debt. 

The administration understands this, 
and I respect the fact they made it 
very clear in a letter to me from Sec-
retary Geithner—I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from Secretary Geithner. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, DC, June 30, 2009. 

Hon. JUDD GREGG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GREGG: Thank you for our 
recent conversation on June 11. In addition 
to our discussion on deficit reduction and 
the repayment of Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act (EESA) funds, I also wanted to 
formally respond to your letter of April 23. 

As you know, banks are indeed permitted 
to repay Treasury’s investments through the 
Capital Purchase Program (CPP). Repaid 
funds will be deposited into the general fund 
for the purpose of deficit reduction, as re-
quired by EESA. This reduction in the total 
amount of outstanding assets frees up head-
room under EESA’s $700 billion cap, pro-
viding additional flexibility to Treasury in 
its efforts to stabilize the economy and build 
the foundation for long-term economic 
growth. 

To date, 32 banks have repaid Treasury’s 
investment for a total of approximately $70.1 
billion, including $68.3 billion received on 
June 17, 2009, from ten of the largest banks 
that participated in the stress test. With 
these repayments, we have $127 billion re-
maining to support EESA’s objectives. An-
other important item to note is that to date 
the United States Government’s general fund 
has received $5.2 billion in dividends. 

These repayments and dividends are an en-
couraging sign of financial repair, but we 
still have work to do in order to mend our 
economy. We believe that it is critical that 
Treasury maintain the full flexibility pro-
vided by EESA to strengthen our financial 
system, promote the flow of credit, and per-
mit a rapid response to unforeseen economic 
threats. 

As you know, I share your concerns about 
the fiscal situation. I look forward to work-
ing with you to bring down the deficit once 
we are confident that the economy is back 
on track and we have successfully addressed 
the challenges to our financial system. 

Sincerely, 
TIMOTHY F. GEITHNER, 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, Sec-
retary Geithner has made it very clear 
that they understand this money 
should go to reduce the debt. They 
would like to hold it sort of at the desk 
for a few months to make sure they are 
not going to need it for another event 
of maybe severe fiscal strain. But it is 
pretty obvious we are past that time 
and they probably are not going to 
need it. So this money is coming back 
to the Treasury and will only be used 
to reduce the debt unless we, as a Con-
gress, change the law. 

I wished to come to the floor and say 
it would be a real failure of fiscal stew-
ardship for us to use these dollars for 
anything other than what their pur-
pose was, which was to reduce the debt. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 
back any remaining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to 
McCain amendment No. 1400. The yeas 
and nays were previously ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 218 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Barrasso 
Bayh 
Bennet 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kyl 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 
McCaskill 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nelson (FL) 
Risch 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Snowe 
Thune 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 
Webb 
Wicker 

NAYS—51 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feinstein 

Franken 
Gillibrand 
Gregg 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Menendez 

Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shelby 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Byrd Kennedy 

The amendment (No. 1400) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate just voted against the President of 
the United States—I think we should 
know that—and his recommendation. 
The President, on May 7 of this year, 
as part of his budget submission, rec-
ommended terminating or reducing 121 
Federal programs, which was estimated 
to save the taxpayers $41 billion over 
the next decade. One of the programs 
the President hopes to see terminated 
is the Intercity Bus Security Grant 
Program. 

What the Senate did was to tell the 
President of the United States: No, we 
are sorry, this is a vital program, the 
Intercity Bus Security Grant Program. 
I am sure the folks in Maryland at Cav-
alier Coach Trailways that got $8,000 
and Crystal Transport, Inc., that got 
$108,000—there is one in here that is a 
limousine service that got several 
thousand dollars, the Rimrock Stages 
got only $8,000. But Busco, Inc., doing 
business as Arrow Stage Lines, they 
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got $137,000 in Nebraska. Maybe they 
will take people to visit the library 
that just got $200,000, those from out-
side of Omaha. 

What we are talking about is that we 
cannot even eliminate a program, with 
a decent number of Democratic votes, 
about which the President told the 
American people: We will reduce spend-
ing, we will cut spending, don’t worry; 
here are the 121 Federal programs. 
There are two more that are coming, 
my friends, that you will be able to 
vote against the President on because 
there are two more on his list that are 
included in this appropriations bill. 

Anybody in the United States who 
thinks we got the message that it is 
time to tighten our belts, including es-
pecially members of the Appropria-
tions Committee on both sides of the 
aisle, they are sadly mistaken. 

They are sadly mistaken. We are 
going to vote on all 27. We are going to 
be on record, and the American people 
are going to hear about it. They are 
going to figure it out. It is business as 
usual. The porkbarrel spending con-
tinues even to the point where we can-
not even eliminate a program the 
President of the United States said we 
would eliminate. There are 60 votes 
over there. We could not get 51. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1402 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1373 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I rise to call up 
amendment No. 1402 to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD] proposes an amendment numbered 1402 
to amendment No. 1373. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require grants for Emergency 

Operations Centers and financial assist-
ance for the predisaster mitigation pro-
gram to be awarded without regard to ear-
marks) 

On page 32, strike line 19 and all that fol-
lows through page 33, line 22, and insert the 
following: 

Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5196c), which shall 
be awarded on a competitive basis: Provided, 
That the Administrator of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency shall award fi-
nancial assistance using amounts made 
available under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL 
PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND’’ under the 
heading ‘‘FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY’’ under this title— 

(A) in accordance with section 203 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5133); and 

(B) without regard to any congressionally 
directed spending item (as defined in rule 

XLIV of the Standing Rules of the Senate) or 
any congressional earmark (as defined in 
rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives) in a committee report or joint 
explanatory statement relating to this Act. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. This amendment 
would prohibit the earmarking of two 
critically important homeland security 
grants: the Emergency Operations Cen-
ters and the Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
Program. 

The Emergency Operations Centers, 
or EOC program, is intended to im-
prove emergency management and pre-
paredness capabilities, and it funds, 
among other things, construction of 
State and local EOCs. These centers 
are a vital part of the comprehensive 
national emergency management plan. 

The Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program 
is intended to implement hazard reduc-
tion measures before disasters strike. 
Eligible projects can include, for exam-
ple, preparing mitigation plans, or ret-
rofitting public buildings against hur-
ricane-force winds, and constructing 
so-called ‘‘safe rooms’’ in tornado- 
prone areas. 

While we may not all agree on the 
appropriateness of earmarking in gen-
eral, I certainly hope we can agree cer-
tain things should not be earmarked, 
including FEMA grant programs such 
as those that protect Americans from 
terrorist attacks and natural disasters. 

Obviously, these funds should be 
awarded by an impartial entity that is 
expert in matters of emergency oper-
ations and disaster mitigation. It is 
FEMA that actually possesses these 
qualities; Members of Congress do not. 
Indeed, FEMA has informed me that 
many past earmarks would not have 
even qualified for the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation Program under the estab-
lished guidelines. The result is that 
low-priority projects get funded and 
high-risk areas do not have adequate 
resources they need so people in those 
areas can truly be protected from nat-
ural disasters. I think these funds are 
too important to be passed out based 
on political dealings. 

The Association of State Floodplain 
Managers supports this amendment 
and notes that a key element of the 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program is the 
encouragement of hazard mitigation 
planning. According to the Associa-
tion: 

Congressional earmarks, unfortunately, 
undercut the local planning process when it 
became evident that process could be short- 
circuited by getting a Congressional ear-
mark. 

This year, the House has earmarked 
all of its Emergency Operations Cen-
ters funds in its Homeland Security ap-
propriations bill. The Senate has ear-
marked nearly half of its funds. The 
earmarks in the Senate are directed to 
10 States. That means 40 States will 
have to compete for the remaining half 
of these funds. 

If my amendment fails, 10 States get 
half and the other 40 States only get 
half combined. Many of these earmarks 
have historically gone to small com-

munities while at the same time many 
State operations centers in major cit-
ies still need assistance. So my amend-
ment would strike the earmarks in the 
text of the Senate bill so that FEMA 
can decide which projects are home-
land security priorities and Federal re-
sponsibilities. 

With regard to the Pre-Disaster Miti-
gation funds, the House report has ear-
marked one-fourth of the funds, and 
the Senate has so far not earmarked 
any of them. However, last year both 
the House and the Senate earmarked 
roughly 27 percent of the funds in con-
ference. So my amendment directs 
FEMA to disregard any such earmarks 
in the explanatory statement of man-
agers. As the majority of us will not be 
members of the conference committee, 
I urge my colleagues to consider 
whether it is in the best interests of 
your State to permit the earmarking of 
these critical homeland security funds 
outside of the regular legislative proc-
ess. 

The chairman and the ranking mem-
ber of the Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee intro-
duced legislation last year to mandate 
that Pre-Disaster Mitigation funds be 
awarded competitively. I, of course, 
commend both of them for their leader-
ship on this issue. 

Given that a percentage of these 
funds are guaranteed for every State in 
light of the fact that all States are at 
risk of natural disasters, there is even 
less reason for these funds to be ear-
marked. 

President Obama has stated that he 
would like these funds to be awarded 
on the basis of risk. Federal law lays 
out the criteria for the competitive 
awarding of these grants and focuses 
on the need to fund those projects that 
will mitigate the most high-risk areas. 

Therefore, I think this amendment is 
consistent with the President’s request 
that we focus on those communities 
that are in most need of assistance. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator MCCAIN be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Not only will the 
amendment restore objectivity to two 
homeland security grant programs, it 
will also help ensure important deci-
sions about Federal spending are actu-
ally made on the merits not on the 
basis of political backroom deals. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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GENERIC BIOLOGICS 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Ohio, Senator 
VOINOVICH, for allowing me to go first. 
I appreciate his public service as he 
concludes his Senate career in the next 
year and a half. 

This week Congress is debating 
whether to broaden access to affordable 
generic drugs for millions of Ameri-
cans. Let me explain how access to ge-
neric drugs—and generic drugs for 
pharmaceuticals—so-called chemical 
drugs are called generics, just to make 
this clear, for live—what are called bio-
logics they are called follow-on bio-
logics. But either is the same concept. 

Let me explain how the access to ge-
neric, or follow-on biologics, would 
benefit millions of Americans who can-
not afford the crushing drug costs they 
face, whether prescription drugs or bio-
logics. 

Sergio from Rocky River, a suburb 
west of Cleveland, wrote about how he 
and his family lost their health insur-
ance last year and are heavily buried 
with debt. His young son has type 1 di-
abetes, a terrible disease that an in-
creasing number of young people have. 
His wife has severe asthma, and Sergio 
had quadruple heart bypass surgery, 
along with surgeries to repair a hernia 
and treatment for back and knee inju-
ries, all within the last 3 years. Sergio 
and his family have cut back on the 
medications they were taking and 
stopped going to the doctor because 
they can’t afford the $35,000 in out-
standing medical bills, much of it in 
prescription drug costs. Sergio writes 
that his family walks on eggshells each 
day hoping they don’t get sick and 
slide further into debt. 

For far too long, Americans like Ser-
gio have struggled with the exorbitant 
cost of prescription drugs. For far too 
long, soaring drug costs have meant 
seniors were forced to choose between 
eating and taking medicine. I have 
heard these stories for more than a 
decade, most acutely when I traveled 
with seniors from Ohio to Canada to 
buy affordable prescription drugs. I was 
a Member of the House in those days in 
the late 1990s. It was curious that an 
elected Federal official in one country 
would rent a bus and take 30 to 40 sen-
iors 3 hours from Lorraine up through 
Toledo, OH, into Detroit, then into 
Windsor, Ontario, from one country to 
another to buy prescription drugs. Of 
course, I did that because these people 
were hurting. They didn’t have decent 
health care and couldn’t get low-cost 
prescription drugs. So they went to 
Canada where the prices were much, 
much cheaper, one-half to one-third 
the cost, the same drug, same manufac-
turer, same packaging, same dosage, 
but costing one-half or one-third as 
much. 

As we move forward on health care 
reform, we have the opportunity to 
make affordable generic drugs more ac-
cessible to seniors and to the Nation’s 
middle class. Health care reform must 
broaden access to generic alternatives 

to the most expensive kinds of pre-
scription drugs known as biologics. 
Biologics are different from the chem-
ical pharmaceuticals we are most used 
to that sell in much larger numbers 
than the biologics based on living in-
gredients that are more expensive 
and—much more expensive to produce, 
originally, with the research but also 
much more expensive for the person 
taking the biologics. Failing to come 
up with generic alternatives to these 
most expensive kinds of prescription 
drugs is not just bad policy, it is irre-
sponsible on our part. 

Countless Americans simply cannot 
afford these expensive brand-name 
drugs. These drugs provide promise and 
hope to those suffering from dev-
astating diseases and chronic illness: 
cancer, Parkinson’s, diabetes, Alz-
heimer’s, MS. For example, annual 
treatment for breast cancer in the 1990s 
was with a drug called Taxol which 
cost an exorbitant amount of money— 
$4,000 a year. Today, annual treatment 
for some cancers—in this case, breast 
cancer—is with the biologic drug 
Herceptin, which costs $48,000 a year or 
$4,000 a month. Annual treatment for 
rheumatoid arthritis with Remicade 
costs approximately $20,000 a year, al-
most $2,000 a month. These drugs are 
simply too expensive for many people 
to afford. 

Liz from Brecksville is a director of a 
breast cancer advocacy group in north-
ern Ohio and wrote to me that many of 
her members and clients face impos-
sible financial barriers after being di-
agnosed with breast cancer and needing 
treatment. Liz works with breast can-
cer patients who face excessive copays 
and deductibles for prescription drugs, 
often with 10-year preexisting condi-
tion restrictions. That is why we must 
provide broader access to generic drugs 
to help lower prescription drug costs 
for millions of Americans. 

This isn’t a debate about policy be-
tween biologics and follow-on biologics 
and prescription drugs and generics. 
That is interesting for the textbooks 
and the economists. This is about the 
lives of people who simply cannot af-
ford $4,000 a month for a cancer drug, 
$1,500 a month for a drug if they are 
dealing with rheumatoid arthritis. 

Ensuring a pathway for generic drugs 
and breaking the monopoly pharma-
ceutical companies have on brand- 
name drugs can make prescription 
drugs affordable for Americans who 
need them. By setting a reasonable pe-
riod of exclusivity for many brand- 
name drugs, we will speed up the ge-
neric approval process and speed up 
cost savings for families in Toledo, 
Lima, Canton, Youngstown, and Cin-
cinnati, OH. 

It is estimated that biologics, those 
drugs that increasingly are used to 
help treat cancer and Parkinson’s and 
diabetes and Alzheimer’s and MS, will 
make up 50 percent of the pharma-
ceutical market by 2020. These are be-
coming more and more common. Yet 
there is not even a process to establish 

generic drug alternatives. Therefore, 
there is no price competition and the 
price for these biologics goes up and up 
and up. The prices go up and up and up, 
yet there is no competition and they 
can keep charging outrageous prices. 
These prescriptions cost anywhere 
from $10,000 a year, almost a $1,000 a 
month; sometimes they cost as much 
as $200,000 a year, which is $16,000 or 
$17,000 a month. 

We are not saying the prescription 
drug companies don’t deserve a chance 
to recoup the $1.2 billion they spend on 
research and development. This chart 
is 1 year of sales with no competition 
from generics. It often means multiple 
billions of dollars in revenue. This was 
compiled by the AARP. The drug 
Enbrel for rheumatoid arthritis—aver-
age cost to develop a new biotech prod-
uct, $1.2 billion; annual total U.S. sales 
for top-selling biologic drug, $14.8 bil-
lion. Look at another pretty common 
drug, Remicade, for rheumatoid arthri-
tis. In this case, this company spends a 
little more than $1.2 billion to develop 
this product; $13 billion in sales. We 
can go down the list: Epogen for ane-
mia, Procrit for anemia, Rituxan for 
rheumatoid arthritis, Humira for rheu-
matoid arthritis, Avastin, Herceptin, 
Aranesp for anemia, Neulasta for 
neutropenia. On biologic after biologic, 
the average cost not just to develop 
this biologic, the average cost to the 
company as a whole for its successful 
biologics and its unsuccessful bio-
logics, for the amount of research they 
are putting forward averaging $1.2 bil-
lion, look at their sales: 14.8, 13, almost 
15, almost 14, almost 12, almost 7, 8 bil-
lion, 5.5 billion, 11, almost 12 billion. 
These are costs for which consumers 
are paying $2,000 a month, $3,000 a 
month. They simply can barely afford 
it in many cases and can’t afford it at 
all in other cases. These are costs that 
employers have to pay, that taxpayers 
have to pay if they are in Medicaid. 

It is pretty clear these are huge prof-
its these companies are making. And I 
want more innovation. You bet I want 
to see these companies succeed. But 
they don’t need to make these kinds of 
profits at the expense of taxpayers and 
small businesses that are paying the 
freight and larger businesses that are 
less competitive because they have to 
pay such high costs for health care. 
That makes it harder for GM to com-
pete with Toyota and compete with 
overseas auto manufacturers, one after 
another after another. 

Sales in 2008 for the average biologic, 
not just the blockbusters, totaled over 
$666 million. That means it takes less 
than 2 years for the average brand- 
name biologic to recoup the R&D cost. 
Why are some of my colleagues advo-
cating for a 12-year monopoly period? 
They want to give these companies 
that are recovering this kind of money 
this quickly each year, this kind of 
money with the kinds of sales they 
have had, they want to give them 12 
years to recoup this $1.5 billion. Many 
of them recoup it in the first year, let 
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alone the second, third, fourth, and 
fifth. Again, I want to have a healthy 
profit, but I don’t want to see price 
gouging aimed at small businesses and 
large companies that are less competi-
tive as a result, aimed at seniors and 
others who suffer from these diseases. 
Why a 12-year monopoly period? 
Twelve years sounds good. If the indus-
try gets 12 years, they will laugh all 
the way to the bank. They will be ex-
ultant if they get 12 years. 

The President says 12 years is too 
long. The President thinks it should be 
7. The Federal Trade Commission says 
it is too long. The Federal Trade Com-
mission thinks giving them 12 years 
will actually reduce innovation be-
cause the drug companies won’t even 
try to compete with themselves and 
come up with new drugs. Nearly every-
one—insurance companies, patients 
groups, consumer groups, and the 
AARP—has said this is too long. All 
kinds of organized labor unions, be-
cause of their members, say it is too 
long. Most insurance companies say it 
is too long. Patient groups, groups that 
advocate for people with diabetes, with 
heart disease, groups that advocate for 
people with arthritis and MS and other 
deadly and crippling diseases—all say 
12 years is too long. Everyone says 12 
years is too long except two groups: 
the drug companies and some House 
Members and Senators. 

It is clear this is a fight between 
pharmaceutical companies looking to 
make lucrative profits and patients in 
need of prescription drugs. 

I read yesterday in the Washington 
Post how the pharmaceutical industry 
is spending well over $1 million every 
single day trying to influence the out-
come of health care reform legislation. 
Over $1 million a day spent to prevent 
generic drugs—affordable medicine— 
from making their way to seniors in 
Zanesville and Bolero and Youngstown 
and Van Wert and Piqua and all over 
my State, from making their way to 
people in middle-class families, to pa-
tients who can’t afford brand-name 
drugs. We can’t let special interests or 
political maneuvering delay making af-
fordable prescription drugs more avail-
able to millions of Americans. 

We are on the cusp of fundamental 
reform of our health care system. Let’s 
not blow it. Let’s not pass this give-
away of billions and billions of tax-
payer dollars, individual dollars out of 
people’s pockets, dollars raided from 
small businesses and large corporations 
alike. 

We should not let that stand in the 
way. We are on the cusp of meaningful, 
fundamental reform. We must ensure 
access to generic drugs that will reduce 
costs, that will improve quality of care 
for millions, that will mean more inno-
vation and more miracle drugs. This is 
part of our historical moment. We need 
to do it right. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, it is 
time for Congress to join forces and 
unite in a bipartisan way to help the 
President deal with the unbelievable 
challenges he has domestically and 
internationally. One easy way to help 
our Nation is by passing our appropria-
tions bills by September 30. Our get-
ting it done this year is urgent because 
of the state of our economy and the im-
pact Federal spending has on that 
economy. Our reliance on continuing 
resolutions to fund the Federal Govern-
ment continues to plague Congress and 
has a cascading effect on government 
agencies and the citizens they serve. 

In recent decades, it has become 
common for appropriations bills to be 
enacted after the start of the fiscal 
year, during the last quarter of the cal-
endar year, or even in the next session 
of Congress, as was the case this year. 
Repeatedly managing by continuing 
resolution is inefficient. It results in 
wasteful spending, disruption and 
chaos in the operations of Federal pro-
grams, and dramatic productivity slow-
downs. This is not a good record for ei-
ther party and is an irresponsible ap-
proach to managing our limited re-
sources. It has to stop. 

Last year, because the Senate did not 
do its job, agencies were rushed to 
spend their budgets before the end of 
the fiscal year and used overtime to en-
sure requests were processed before 
midnight on September 30, making it 
ripe for overspending as agencies 
stockpiled to try to meet future needs. 
This also means fewer dollars being re-
turned to the Treasury to help reduce 
our growing budget deficit. 

We need to get back to basics to 
solve it. This is one problem the Con-
gress can solve, and we need to do it 
this year. Congress may hold the power 
of the purse, but we undermine our 
credibility by starving good managers 
and agencies of necessary resources 
and by turning a blind eye to failing 
programs. This is about more than al-
locating funds. It is about good man-
agement and good public policy. I can 
assure you, as a county commissioner, 
mayor, and Governor, if the appropria-
tions were not done on time we would 
have been run out of town for not doing 
our job. 

Inaction causes chaos in the oper-
ations of our Federal Government. 
Continuing resolutions do exactly what 
their name implies: they continue 
funding at prior year levels, without 
regard to whether changes in funding 
are necessary or appropriate. As a re-
sult, agency program managers are 
now in the untenable position of hav-
ing to manage on the prior year’s budg-
et, which often results in a loss of pro-
ductivity and a waste of taxpayer dol-
lars. Imagine if these same program 
managers could spend their time in-
stead on our current economic situa-

tion, ensuring that the stimulus funds 
are being spent wisely and appro-
priately. 

Programs which cannot justify the 
level of funding they used to have, and 
ought to be cut, will continue to get 
the level of funding they were getting. 
Likewise, programs for which increased 
need has been demonstrated, and which 
therefore should get increased funding, 
will continue to be funded at the prior 
year’s level, leaving the increased need 
unaddressed. 

Since 1990, the Government Account-
ability Office has issued its biennial 
high-risk report, which examines the 
challenges faced by Federal programs 
and operations and recommends ways 
to improve their performance and ac-
countability. Many of the programs on 
the GAO high-risk list are dysfunc-
tional and fail to deliver the intended 
services to the taxpayer. In other in-
stances, the Federal Government is 
wasting taxpayer dollars that could be 
better used for higher priority pro-
grams or cutting the deficit. 

Imagine if we were able to dedicate 1 
week—or even 1 day—per month as a 
body debating solutions to the chal-
lenges identified by GAO instead of de-
bating whether and when to proceed on 
appropriations bills or throwing to-
gether a continuing resolution to en-
sure we avoid the embarrassment of a 
government shutdown. 

This is not a case of benign neglect. 
We have become overly reliant on past 
practice and refuse to make the end-to- 
end budget process a priority. Con-
tinuing appropriations acts have be-
come commonplace and, unfortunately, 
fully integrated into the process. The 
end result is funding uncertainty—not 
because the money is not there but be-
cause Congress cannot join in a bipar-
tisan manner and hammer out an 
agreement on how money should be 
spent. No business would manage its 
affairs in this manner, and neither 
should the Federal Government. As I 
said, the Federal Government is the 
only level of government that gets 
away with it. 

I think few in the Senate recognize 
the adverse impact continuing resolu-
tions have on agencies where budgets 
rely heavily on personnel. Hiring 
freezes, cuts in training budgets have 
lasting effects. It is irresponsible for us 
not to provide appropriations on time 
to those we have asked to provide serv-
ices to the American people and give 
them gigantic excuses to not perform. 

Our inaction also has an impact on 
program management. Federal public 
servants spend countless hours pre-
paring detailed budget justifications 
for our review. We reward their hard 
work by asking them to spend their 
time figuring out how to manage under 
last year’s budget. Imagine if these 
people could spend their time man-
aging programs instead of figuring out 
how to operate under a continuing res-
olution, including completion of re-
programming requests. 

Managing by continuing resolution 
has the effect of delaying construction, 
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reducing overall efficiency, wasting 
time and paper resources, and dis-
allowing any new starts in procure-
ment. Fortune 100 companies do not 
walk away from difficult budget 
choices by taking a pass to the next 
fiscal year. Neither does Main Street 
USA. Regardless of whether you sub-
scribe to the belief that CRs save 
money, this is no way to run an organi-
zation. It is part of our obligation to 
the American people to ensure our 
scarce resources are given to projects 
that produce results. 

I want to share a few examples of the 
true impact of continuing resolutions, 
taken from a memo prepared by the 
Congressional Research Service and 
hearings before the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs. 

Let’s take the Department of Edu-
cation. The Impact Aid Program is an 
elementary and secondary education 
program that does not receive forward 
funding or advance appropriations and, 
therefore, is more easily affected by an 
interim continuing resolution. Pay-
ments for children with disabilities are 
delayed when the Department of Edu-
cation is operating under a continuing 
resolution. 

USAID: The delay of funding of the 
President’s Malaria Initiative, which 
was enacted in order to reduce deaths 
due to malaria by 50 percent, lasted 
until February 15, 2007, 5 months or 138 
days into fiscal year 2007. Doing the 
math, this delay in funding relates to 
the loss of, say, 198,000 lives unneces-
sarily. In other words, by delaying it, 
the money was not there. We did not 
get the job done, and this resulted in 
the deaths of individuals. 

NASA: On June 8, 2009, the Federal 
Times reported the following from 
NASA Administrator Michael Griffin: 

Any time Congress passes a continuing res-
olution that holds agencies to their current 
spending levels at a time when the economy 
is experiencing inflation translates into a 
budget cut. And so we will be cutting the 
budget at NASA and the only question is 
how much. . . . And then the second ques-
tion, after how much is decided, is will the 
continuing resolution be broadly applied and 
left to the discretion of agency heads to im-
plement or will special programs be targeted 
to be either favored or disfavored. 

FEMA: In fiscal year 2008, the Emer-
gency Food and Shelter Program, 
which ‘‘provides emergency food and 
shelter to needy individuals,’’ did not 
receive funds under the CR. Thus, the 
program did not have funds available 
for communities and their respective 
homeless provider agencies during 
what many view as critical winter 
months until February 26, 2008, or 149 
days into fiscal year 2008. 

The judiciary: The judiciary has had 
to resort to hiring freezes or fur-
loughing employees under continuing 
resolutions. In fiscal year 2004, the ju-
diciary reduced 1,350 positions, with 
probation and pretrial services receiv-
ing significant cuts. 

HUD: During fiscal year—I am just 
giving you examples that have been 

pointed out by CRS. During fiscal year 
2004, the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development had to temporarily 
suspend the General Insurance and 
Special Risk Insurance Fund of the 
Federal Housing Administration be-
cause the continuing resolution did not 
provide a sufficient credit subsidy to 
continue with the programs. During 
the suspension, HUD was unable to 
meet the needs of the borrowers who 
would ordinarily be served by the re-
spective programs, which created un-
certainty among the lenders and poten-
tial borrowers. Mr. President, I think 
most of us have seen what happens 
when we have uncertainty in our mort-
gage system. 

The Treasury Department: Con-
tinuing resolutions in fiscal year 2007 
and fiscal year 2008 limited and delayed 
the IRS’s ability to implement im-
provements in the taxpayer service. 
Also, these continuing resolutions pre-
vented the agency from making job of-
fers to highly qualified candidates 
until enactment of a full year’s appro-
priation. 

Just jerk them around. 
Research and development: Most re-

search and development programs con-
tinue to receive funding at the prior 
year’s level when operating under a 
continuing resolution. However, this 
funding mechanism can only support 
existing R&D priorities rather than 
shifting to new ones because only ex-
isting programs retain funding. New 
and emerging technologies must be 
funded in real time. 

The Social Security Administration: 
Operating under a continuing resolu-
tion for fiscal year 2010 will hamper ef-
forts to reduce backlogs in the agen-
cy’s disability program, which would 
result in decreased efficiency. Also, in 
previous years continuing resolutions 
caused the agency to implement a hir-
ing freeze that contributed to service 
delivery problems. While Commissioner 
Astrue has gone to great lengths to 
send additional resources, for example, 
to my home State, Ohio still has people 
waiting more than 500 days for a deci-
sion on their Social Security disability 
claim. 

I was very critical of SSA. I started 
looking back on the continuing resolu-
tions that were passed. It was a chaotic 
situation. They were not able to keep 
the people they had. They were not 
able to hire more people, and we have 
a 500-day wait now. I am sure the Pre-
siding Officer gets the same complaints 
from his people that they cannot get 
their disability appeals heard. 

DHS: In testimony before the House 
Homeland Security Subcommittee on 
Management, the Department of Home-
land Security’s Deputy Procurement 
Officer, Richard Gunderson, spoke to 
the impact continuing resolutions have 
on the key homeland security pro-
grams. Gunderson testified: 

A CR would stop those programs in their 
tracks and we would not be able to grow the 
way that everybody is saying that we need to 
grow. 

Mr. President, there are a lot more 
examples of what I am talking about. I 
think this has to be the year we do our 
job. The Senator from Nevada, our 
leader, and the Senator from Ken-
tucky, our minority leader, have both 
publicly stated that we need to do our 
job on time. As I mentioned earlier, the 
need for it is more urgent than ever be-
fore. 

If I were the President of the United 
States today, I would probably look at 
what the Congress is doing, and I think 
I would say: One of the greatest gifts 
you can give me, one of the greatest 
gifts you can give our country, is to do 
your work on time so we do not have 
this chaotic situation we have had for 
so many years. 

None of our hands are clean. None of 
our hands are clean. I have been here 
when we have deliberately not passed 
appropriations with the idea that 
maybe our guy is going to get elected 
President or we are going to get the 
majority in the Senate or the Congress 
and so then we can tweak it the way we 
want to because a majority is no longer 
in the majority. 

This game has been played for too 
long around here, and it is about time 
we recognized it and did something 
about it. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business, with Senators allowed to 
speak therein for 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
be permitted to speak in morning busi-
ness for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Thank you, 
Madam President. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I have spoken many times on the 
floor of the Senate about the desperate 
need for reform of our broken health 
care system. Today the Congress 
stands at a moment of historic oppor-
tunity. The attention, hopes, and anxi-
eties of the American people are fo-
cused on us like never before. 

We have seen over the course of the 
last 60 years constant lament over the 
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system’s flaws and failure—failure 
when true opportunities for reform 
arise. President Obama has now chal-
lenged this Congress to reform our Na-
tion’s health care system, to expand 
access to insurance, to improve below- 
average results, and to bring down its 
costs. It is about this last challenge— 
the challenge of our unimaginable and 
grotesque health care costs—that I 
speak today. 

In his recent speech to the AMA, the 
President called escalating health care 
costs ‘‘a threat to our economy . . . an 
escalating burden on our families and 
businesses . . . a ticking time-bomb for 
the federal budget, and . . . 
unsustainable for the United States of 
America.’’ 

I hope all of us share his sense of ur-
gency. Our country’s economic future 
may well depend on it. 

Over the past few weeks, I have been 
privileged to work with my HELP 
Committee colleagues to make long- 
awaited reforms and investments to 
control costs and wring savings from 
the system. In that process, much at-
tention has been paid to the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s cost and savings 
estimates—estimates that, in many 
cases, have significant limitations. 

CBO, as we know, plays a vital role 
in our legislative branch by ensuring 
that we have objective, nonpartisan es-
timates of the likely costs and savings 
to the Federal budget of legislation. 
These estimates can help us make re-
sponsible and efficient use of the tax-
payers’ money, but we must recognize 
that in the particular context of health 
care reform, they are fundamentally 
limited by CBO’s professional restric-
tions. 

CBO can only estimate health care 
costs and savings that have historic 
precedent. For example, since we have 
the experience of Medicaid and the 
Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
CBO can estimate how much expanding 
coverage to all needy families will 
cost. These subsidies account for the 
vast majority of CBO’s $600 billion esti-
mate of the 10-year cost of the HELP 
Committee bill. 

On the cost savings side, however, 
CBO’s capability is limited. We know 
our health care system is on an 
unsustainable course, and there is 
broad agreement on which of the bro-
ken pieces need fixing, but it is impos-
sible to estimate cost savings with the 
degree of certainty CBO requires to 
provide what we call a score. 

CBO’s Director has been refreshingly 
candid about this. In a recent letter to 
our budget chairman, Senator CONRAD, 
he writes the following: 

Changes in government policy have the po-
tential to yield large reductions in both na-
tional health expenditures and Federal 
health care spending without harming 
health. 

He continues: 
Moreover, many experts agree on some 

general directions in which the government’s 
health policies should move, typically in-
volving changes in the information and in-

centives that doctors and patients have when 
making decisions about health care. Yet 
many of the specific changes that might ulti-
mately prove most important cannot be fore-
seen today and could be developed only over 
time through experimentation and learning. 

CBO’s professional discipline requires 
it to score legislation through a rear-
view mirror, looking back, and basing 
its calculations on what it can chron-
icle has happened in the past. But when 
we propose to take the country in a 
new direction, when there is a turn in 
the road, when we seek to fulfill Presi-
dent Obama’s promise of true change in 
America, the rearview mirror doesn’t 
help much. We have not been where we 
need to go. 

In addition, getting there will require 
leadership, creativity, and persever-
ance. It will require executive adminis-
tration with constant adjustments and 
improvements as we work toward our 
goal. Those factors are beyond the ca-
pability of CBO to predict. 

I speak not to criticize the hard- 
working public servants of the Con-
gressional Budget Office. They do an 
exemplary job with the tools at their 
disposal. Americans owe them a par-
ticular debt of gratitude now for how 
incredibly hard they have worked over 
these past weeks, but their tools come 
with their own limitations. The point 
of this reform is to turn around a sys-
tem that is spiraling out of control. We 
spent 18 percent of our gross domestic 
product on health care, the next high-
est spending Nation in the world—the 
next worst is Switzerland, at 11 per-
cent. Even if our success in this reform 
is limited to shaving a few percentage 
points off our national expenditure on 
health care, that change will be worth 
hundreds of billions of dollars a year. 
Yes, there will need to be an initial in-
vestment in health care reform, but 
the potential savings are multiples 
larger. CBO’s inability to score those 
savings does not mean that those sav-
ings are not both real and substantial. 

One measure of the potential savings 
is the recent report of the President’s 
Council of Economic Advisers, June 
2009. I ask unanimous consent that the 
executive summary of this document 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR HEALTH CARE 
REFORM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Council of Economic Advisers (CEA) 

has undertaken a comprehensive analysis of 
the economic impacts of health care reform. 
The report provides an overview of current 
economic impacts of health care in the 
United States and a forecast of where we are 
headed in the absence of reform; an analysis 
of inefficiencies and market failures in the 
current health care system; a discussion of 
the key components of health care reform; 
and an analysis of the economic effects of 
slowing health care cost growth and expand-
ing coverage. 

The findings in the report point to large 
economic impacts of genuine health care re-
form: 

We estimate that slowing the annual 
growth rate of health care costs by 1.5 per-

centage points would increase real gross do-
mestic product (GDP), relative to the no-re-
form baseline, by over 2 percent in 2020 and 
nearly 8 percent in 2030. 

For a typical family of four, this implies 
that income in 2020 would be approximately 
$2,600 higher than it would have been with-
out reform (in 2009 dollars), and that in 2030 
it would be almost $10,000 higher. Under 
more conservative estimates of the reduc-
tion in the growth rate of health care costs, 
the income gains are smaller, but still sub-
stantial. 

Slowing the growth rate of health care 
costs will prevent disastrous increases in the 
Federal budget deficit. 

Slowing cost growth would lower the un-
employment rate consistent with steady in-
flation by approximately one-quarter of a 
percentage point for a number of years. The 
beneficial impact on employment in the 
short and medium run (relative to the no-re-
form baseline) is estimated to be approxi-
mately 500,000 each year that the effect is 
felt. 

Expanding health insurance coverage to 
the uninsured would increase net economic 
well-being by roughly $100 billion a year, 
which is roughly two-thirds of a percent of 
GDP. 

Reform would likely increase labor supply, 
remove unnecessary barriers to job mobility, 
and help to ‘‘level the playing field’’ between 
large and small businesses. 

WHERE WE ARE AND WHERE WE ARE HEADED 
Health care expenditures in the United 

States are currently about 18 percent of 
GDP, and this share is projected to rise 
sharply. If health care costs continue to 
grow at historical rates, the share of GDP 
devoted to health care in the United States 
is projected to reach 34 percent by 2040. For 
households with employer-sponsored health 
insurance, this trend implies that a progres-
sively smaller fraction of their total com-
pensation will be in the form of take-home 
pay and a progressively larger fraction will 
take the form of employer-provided health 
insurance. 

The rising share of health expenditures 
also has dire implications for government 
budgets. Almost half of current health care 
spending is covered by Federal, state, and 
local governments. If health care costs con-
tinue to grow at historical rates, Medicare 
and Medicaid spending (both Federal and 
state) will rise to nearly 15 percent of GDP 
in 2040. Of this increase, roughly one-quarter 
is estimated to be due to the aging of the 
population and other demographic effects, 
and three-quarters is due to rising health 
care costs. 

Perhaps the most visible sign of the need 
for health care reform is the 46 million 
Americans currently without health insur-
ance. CEA projections suggest that this 
number will rise to about 72 million in 2040 
in the absence of reform. A key factor driv-
ing this trend is the tendency of small firms 
not to provide coverage due to the rising 
cost of health care. 
INEFFICIENCIES IN THE CURRENT SYSTEM AND 

KEY ELEMENTS OF SUCCESSFUL HEALTH CARE 
REFORM 
While the American health care system 

has many virtues, it is also plagued by sub-
stantial inefficiencies and market failures. 
Some of the strongest evidence of such inef-
ficiencies comes from the tremendous vari-
ation across states in Medicare spending per 
enrollee, with no evidence of corresponding 
variations in either medical needs or out-
comes. These large variations in spending 
suggest that up to 30 percent of health care 
costs (or about 5 percent of GDP) could be 
saved without compromising health out-
comes. Likewise, the differences in health 
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care expenditures as a share of GDP across 
countries, without corresponding differences 
in outcomes, also suggest that health care 
expenditures in the United States could be 
lowered by about 5 percent of GDP by reduc-
ing inefficiency in the current system. 

The sources of inefficiency in the U.S. 
health care system include payment systems 
that reward medical inputs rather than out-
comes, high administrative costs, and inad-
equate focus on disease prevention. Market 
imperfections in the health insurance mar-
ket create incentives for socially inefficient 
levels of coverage. For example, asymmetric 
information causes adverse selection in the 
insurance market, making it difficult for 
healthy people to receive actuarially reason-
able rates. 

CEA’s findings on the state of the current 
system lead to a natural focus on two key 
components of successful health care reform: 
(1) a genuine containment of the growth rate 
of health care costs, and (2) the expansion of 
insurance coverage. Because slowing the 
growth rate of health care costs is a complex 
and difficult process, we describe it in gen-
eral terms and give specific examples of the 
types of reforms that could help to accom-
plish the necessary outcomes. 

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF SLOWING HEALTH 
CARE COST GROWTH 

The central finding of this report is that 
genuine health care reform has substantial 
benefits. CEA estimates that slowing the 
growth of health care costs would have the 
following key effects: 

1. It would raise standards of living by im-
proving efficiency. Slowing the growth rate 
of health care costs by increasing efficiency 
raises standards of living by freeing up re-
sources that can be used to produce other de-
sired goods and services. The effects are 
roughly proportional to the degree of cost 
containment. 

2. It would prevent disastrous budgetary 
consequences and raise national saving. Be-
cause the Federal government pays for a 
large fraction of health care, lowering the 
growth rate of health care costs causes the 
budget deficit to be much lower than it oth-
erwise would have been (assuming that the 
savings are dedicated to deficit reduction). 
The resulting rise in national saving in-
creases capital formation. 

Together, these effects suggest that prop-
erly measured GDP could be more than 2 per-
cent higher in 2020 than it would have been 
without reform and almost 8 percent higher 
in 2030. The real income of the typical family 
of four could be $2,600 higher in 2020 than it 
otherwise would have been and $10,000 higher 
in 2030. And, the government budget deficit 
could be reduced by 3 percent of GDP rel-
ative to the no-reform baseline in 2030. 

3. It would lower unemployment and raise 
employment in the short and medium runs. 
When health care costs are rising more slow-
ly, the economy can operate at a lower level 
of unemployment without triggering infla-
tion. Our estimates suggest that the unem-
ployment rate may be lower by about one- 
quarter of a percentage point for an extended 
period of time as a result of serious cost 
growth containment. 

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF EXPANDING 
COVERAGE 

The report identifies three important im-
pacts of expanding health care coverage: 

1. It would increase the economic well- 
being of the uninsured by substantially more 
than the costs of insuring them. A compari-
son of the total benefits of coverage to the 
uninsured, including such benefits as longer 
life expectancy and reduced financial risk, 
and the total costs of insuring them (includ-
ing both the public and private costs), sug-
gests net gains in economic well-being of 

about two-thirds of a percent of GDP per 
year. 

2. It would likely increase labor supply. In-
creased insurance coverage and, hence, im-
proved health care, is likely to increase 
labor supply by reducing disability and ab-
senteeism in the work place. This increase in 
labor supply would tend to increase GDP and 
reduce the budget deficit. 

3. It would improve the functioning of the 
labor market. Coverage expansion that 
eliminates restrictions on pre-existing condi-
tions improves the efficiency of labor mar-
kets by removing an important limitation on 
job-switching. Creating a well-functioning 
insurance market also prevents an ineffi-
cient allocation of labor away from small 
firms by leveling the playing field among 
firms of all sizes in competing for talented 
workers in the labor market. 

The CEA report makes clear that the total 
benefits of health care reform could be very 
large if the reform includes a substantial re-
duction in the growth rate of health care 
costs. This level of reduction will require 
hard choices and the cooperation of policy-
makers, providers, insurers, and the public. 
While there is no guarantee that the policy 
process will generate this degree of change, 
the benefits of achieving successful reform 
would be substantial to American house-
holds, businesses, and the economy as a 
whole. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. This report com-
pares the share of America’s gross do-
mestic product spent on health care to 
the share spent by our international 
industrialized competitors. It also 
looks to the wide variation in health 
care expense and quality, region to re-
gion, within the United States of 
America. From each of these measures, 
the report comes to the same conclu-
sion: They estimate excess health care 
expenditures of about 5 percent of 
GDP, which translates to $700 billion 
per year. Former Treasury Secretary 
O’Neill has written recently that the 
target is $1 trillion per year. Whether 
$700 billion or $1 trillion, that is a sav-
ings target that is worth an enormous 
expenditure of executive and legisla-
tive effort to achieve, particularly 
when all the evidence suggests that 
achieving it will actually improve 
health care outcomes for the American 
people. 

Perfect examples of the savings that 
await us are in quality of care. I have 
spoken before about the Keystone 
Project up in Michigan which reformed 
care in a significant number of Michi-
gan’s intensive care units. It reduced 
infections, respiratory complications, 
and other medical errors. Between 
March 2004 and June 2005, just a little 
over a year, the project is documented 
to have saved 1,578 lives, 81,020 days pa-
tients otherwise would have spent in 
the hospital, and over 165 million 
health care dollars—just in a little 
over a year, just in intensive care 
units, just in one State, and not even 
all of the intensive care units in that 
State. 

In my home State, the Rhode Island 
Quality Institute has taken this model 
statewide with every hospital partici-
pating, and we are already seeing hos-
pital-acquired infections and costs de-
clining. 

Why aren’t these quality reforms 
happening spontaneously all over the 
country? Because government and pri-
vate insurers haven’t set up the right 
rules for the game. When we began our 
intensive care unit reform in Rhode Is-
land, the Hospital Association of Rhode 
Island estimated a $400,000 cost for a 
potential $8 million savings from the 
ICU reform program. That is a 20-to-1 
return on investment. Super deal, 
right? Who wouldn’t take that? Well, 
the hospitals pointed out that all the 
savings—the $8 million—went to the 
payers—to Medicare, to the insurance 
companies—and all the costs and all 
the trouble and all the risk came out of 
their own pockets. The savings actu-
ally cut hospital revenues. So with a 
lot of business experience around this 
Chamber, do we know a lot of busi-
nesses that would spend $400,000 in cash 
in order to lose $8 million in revenues? 
That is not a good economic propo-
sition. We have made the rules such 
that it is not a good economic propo-
sition for hospitals to invest that way. 

That is why the HELP Committee 
bill changes payment incentives and 
invests in grant programs so it begins 
to make economic sense for doctors 
and hospitals to invest in lifesaving 
and cost-saving quality improvements. 
If we can make it an economic win for 
providers to improve quality this way, 
think of the torrent of American inge-
nuity that will unleash. Now we are 
stuck. We are stuck in a bog of market 
failure, with the connection between 
risk and reward—the fundamental con-
nection between risk and reward that 
is the basic engine of American cap-
italism—interrupted and disabled. But 
CBO can’t score that innovation be-
cause we haven’t been down this road 
before. There is nothing in the rear-
view mirror for CBO professionals to 
work with to determine what those 
savings will be. 

There is a similar problem in disease 
prevention. A study by the Trust for 
America’s Health found that investing 
$10 per person per year in proven com-
munity-based programs to increase 
physical activity, improve nutrition, 
and prevent tobacco use could save the 
country more than $16 billion annually 
within 5 years. Out of the $16 billion in 
savings, Medicare could save more than 
$5 billion, Medicaid could save more 
than $1.9 billion, and private payers 
could save more than $9 billion, but 
those program providers don’t get 
funded. That is why the HELP Com-
mittee bill establishes a prevention 
and public health investment fund to 
provide expanded and sustained nation-
wide investment in preventing illness. 
Well run, the savings could be enor-
mous. But CBO can’t score it because 
we haven’t been down this road before, 
and there is nothing in the rearview 
mirror for CBO professionals to work 
with. 

A third area for significant effi-
ciencies and savings is the contentious, 
inefficient billing and approval process. 
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Right now, doctors and insurance com-
panies are locked in an arms race. Pri-
vate insurers delay claims and deny 
claims for reimbursement and throw up 
barriers to payment, and the providers, 
in turn, staff up and hire consultants 
and add people to fight back. This bat-
tle creates a colossal burden on the 
system, consuming perhaps 10 to 15 
percent of all private insurance ex-
penditure and then creating a recip-
rocal and probably actually greater 
cost shadow out in the provider com-
munity from having to fight back 
against that 10- to 15-percent expendi-
ture. It all adds no overall health care 
value—none. It is pure administrative 
cost shifting. Even the insurance in-
dustry estimates that $30 billion per 
year could be saved through simplifica-
tion of that process. That is why the 
HELP Committee bill has strong ad-
ministrative simplification require-
ments. But again, CBO can’t score it 
because this is another new road. 
Again, there is nothing in the rearview 
mirror for CBO to work with. 

Finally, multiple studies show that 
the private insurance market is 
plagued by inefficiency and waste. 
While administrative costs for Medi-
care run about 3 to 5 percent, overhead 
for private insurers is an astounding 20 
to 27 percent—charges that consumers 
pay for higher premiums. A Common-
wealth Fund report indicates that pri-
vate insurer administrative costs in-
creased 109 percent—they more than 
doubled—private insurer administra-
tive costs more than doubled from 2000 
to 2006, just in 6 years. The McKinsey 
Global Institute and a leading health 
economist indicate that Americans 
spend roughly $128 billion annually on 
‘‘excess administrative overhead’’— 
that is, $128 billion on excess adminis-
trative overhead—in the private health 
insurance market. 

That is why the HELP Committee 
bill establishes a strong nonprofit pub-
lic health insurance option that would 
compete on even terms with private in-
surance companies, bringing down pre-
miums, negotiating more efficient pro-
vider payments, and increasing con-
sumer access—all through the power of 
free market competition. All this is 
done through the power of free market 
competition. But, again, CBO cannot 
score it because we have not been down 
that road before. There is, again, noth-
ing in the rearview mirror for CBO pro-
fessionals to work with. 

In the 1930s, Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt’s proposal for an innovative pro-
gram called the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority faced this dour prediction from 
a Member of the House of Representa-
tives: 

Mr. Speaker, I think I can accurately pre-
dict no one in this generation will see mate-
rialize the industrial empire dream of the 
Tennessee Valley. 

Another Member remarked: 
The development of power in that par-

ticular locality of the Nation . . . can be of 
no general good.’’ 

Had FDR been cowed and discouraged 
by such pessimism, by the difficulty 

and uncertainty and novelty of his 
task, the TVA would never have 
brought electricity, jobs, and pros-
perity to millions of Americans. 

Likewise, today, it is precisely be-
cause our reforms are innovative and 
because they will take energy, commit-
ment, and leadership to achieve that 
they are unscorable. That should be an 
inspiration to us, not a discourage-
ment. Through this reform bill, we 
must challenge ourselves and the 
Obama administration to do that 
which economists and commentators 
cannot specifically score and analyze. 
With strong leadership and dedication, 
we can not only bend the cost curve, 
we can break it. 

Let’s set a hard target, say, $500 bil-
lion in annual savings, and see how fast 
we can get there. Let’s make this the 
Apollo project of our generation. The 
stakes are high enough to justify that 
effort. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 10 minutes in morning business and 
that Senator SESSIONS be recognized 
when I have finished. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
most everybody knows I am an ortho-
pedic surgeon. In Wyoming, many refer 
to me as ‘‘Wyoming’s doctor.’’ That is 
because for over two decades folks have 
invited me into their home with state-
wide television and radio health re-
ports, where I gave people information 
on how they can stay healthy and how 
to keep down the cost of their medical 
care. I ended each report by saying: 
‘‘Here in Wyoming, I’m Dr. John 
Barrasso, helping you care for your-
self.’’ 

That is also my philosophy for gov-
ernment—helping people help them-
selves. As medical director of the Wyo-
ming Health Fairs, I worked to give 
people around the Cowboy State access 
to lifesaving preventive tests and low- 
cost medical screenings. 

My goal was always to encourage 
families to eat right, exercise, manage 
chronic diseases, and stop smoking be-
cause prevention is one of the keys to 
a long and happy and healthy life. 

As I travel home every weekend, I 
hear the concerns people have about 
health care and the cost of their med-
ical care. They are concerned about the 
specific cost of their medical care and 
how it affects them and their family 
budgets. Many families across Wyo-
ming and in this country worry that 
they will lose the health care coverage 
they currently have. Others cannot af-
ford insurance today. That is what is 
wrong with our current health care 
system. That is what we need to fix. 

I know from firsthand experience 
that doing nothing is simply not an op-
tion. We must be careful, thoughtful, 
and deliberate about the changes we 
make. Health care is a very complex 

and an intensely personal issue. It de-
serves a national debate—a serious, 
open, and transparent national debate. 

I welcome the opportunity to talk 
about the concerns of people living 
longer and needing more care and more 
advanced care. The concerns are afford-
able care, access to care, and high- 
quality care. 

In the midst of this debate, we can-
not stand for rural Americans to be left 
behind. They need access to high-qual-
ity, affordable health care like every-
body else. 

When I first came to the Senate, I 
promised the people of Wyoming I 
would fight each and every day to pro-
tect and modernize our rural health 
care delivery system. I committed to 
do my part to strengthen our rural hos-
pitals, rural health clinics, and com-
munity health centers. I committed to 
do my part to increase rural America’s 
access to primary health care services 
and to aid in the successful recruit-
ment and retention of nurses, nurse 
practitioners, doctors, and physician 
assistants all across rural and frontier 
America. 

There are obstacles faced by our hos-
pitals, clinics, and our providers—ob-
stacles they have to overcome to de-
liver quality care to all the families in 
rural America. They end up having to 
do it in an environment of markedly 
limited resources. The Federal Govern-
ment needs to recognize these impor-
tant differences and then respond with 
appropriate policy. 

The people of Wyoming know I am 
here not just as their Senator but also 
as a rural doctor who has practiced 
medicine, fighting on their behalf. 

Recently, I joined three of my col-
leagues to introduce S. 1157, the Craig 
Thomas Rural Hospital and Provider 
Equity Act. 

Today, I rise to talk about a different 
bill that I have introduced alongside 
my colleague from Oregon, Senator 
RON WYDEN. It is called the Rural 
Health Clinic Patient Access and Im-
provement Act. 

This legislation is a great example of 
what true bipartisanship can produce. I 
thank Senator WYDEN and his staff for 
working so hard to collaborate with me 
on this very important bill. I commend 
him for his dedication to helping rural 
Americans have equal access to the 
high-quality medical care they deserve. 

This legislation strengthens Amer-
ica’s 3,500 rural health clinics that 
serve rural and frontier communities. 

Rural health clinics are a highly val-
ued medical provider in communities 
all across this country. In Wyoming, 
we have rural health clinics located in 
communities that many people have 
never heard of, such as Baggs, 
Glenrock, Hulett, Lovell, Medicine 
Bow, Saratoga, and my wife Bobbie’s 
hometown of Thermopolis. These clin-
ics make sure people have access to 
primary care as close to home as pos-
sible. That is not easy to. 

To give you a snapshot of Wyoming’s 
health care landscape, we have only 26 
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hospitals and 18 rural health clinics 
spread over nearly 100,000 square miles, 
which is a remarkably large distance. 
With vast distances, complex medical 
cases, and increased demand for tech-
nologically advanced medical care, the 
rural health care system is certainly 
not one size fits all. 

Let me explain what this Rural 
Health Clinic Patient Access and Im-
provement Act actually does. 

First, the rural health clinics cur-
rently receive an all-inclusive payment 
rate that is capped at $76. That pay-
ment has not been adjusted—except for 
inflation—since 1988. We all know that 
medical inflation has gone up at a 
much greater rate than regular infla-
tion. 

This bill addresses this problem by 
raising the rural health clinic cap from 
$76 to $92. Rural health clinics are a 
key component of the rural health care 
delivery system, and we need to make 
sure there is fair pay for patients who 
are taken care of in those facilities. 

We also need to give them enough 
flexibility to meet their community’s 
health care needs. 

Additionally, this measure would es-
tablish a new quality reporting pro-
gram for rural health clinics. 

Three years ago, Congress required 
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
to create a physician quality reporting 
system. This program offers bonus pay-
ments to doctors who report quality 
measures on Medicare services. 

The quality incentive program is 
linked to the Medicare physician fee 
schedule. Rural health clinics, though, 
are not paid using the physician fee 
schedule. If Congress wants to pay doc-
tors based not on volume but on the 
quality of care, then it is important to 
remember that the one-size-fits-all ap-
proach will not work here. 

That is why this bill ensures that a 
comparable quality incentive is avail-
able to rural health care providers. 

Third, the Rural Health Clinic Pa-
tient Access and Improvement Act 
would create a provider retention dem-
onstration project. It is a five-State 
project that will study the extent to 
which a medical professional can be en-
couraged and enticed to practice in an 
underserved rural and frontier area. 

The States would be given grants to 
help physicians, physician assistants, 
nurse practitioners, and certified nurse 
midwives to help them pay a small por-
tion of their medical liability costs. 

I believe these incentives will help 
draw more providers—especially those 
who deliver babies—to work in an un-
derserved area because their mal-
practice insurance is the same whether 
they deliver 1 baby or 100. In these 
small areas, there aren’t that many ba-
bies being born each year, so the cost, 
while it is the same for malpractice in-
surance, has to be distributed over a 
fewer number of patients. This will en-
courage them to practice in under-
served areas. 

Wyoming has too few primary care 
providers for the population we must 

serve. My State is not alone. This bill 
that Senator WYDEN and I have intro-
duced reflects our commitment to en-
sure rural Americans have access to 
high-quality health care services. 

I strongly encourage all my col-
leagues with an interest in rural health 
to cosponsor this bipartisan piece of 
legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
f 

HOMELAND SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
offered an amendment to the Homeland 
Security legislation that is before us 
which would make that system perma-
nent, and make its use mandatory for 
contractors that do business with the 
U.S. Government. 

Essentially, employers all over 
America are accessing the E-Verify on-
line system that allows them to have 
an instant check to determine whether 
the person who has applied for employ-
ment with them is legally in the coun-
try. They simply check their Social Se-
curity number and other data against 
the Social Security Administration 
and Department of Homeland Security 
databases. When the system deter-
mines a person is not here legally, em-
ployers don’t hire them. Over 96 per-
cent of the people are cleared auto-
matically when a business checks. Of 
the remaining 3.9 percent of queries 
with an initial mismatch, only .37 per-
cent of those were later determined to 
be work authorized. A certain percent 
of applicants are found to be here ille-
gally, and they should not get a job or 
any taxpayers’ money from a part of 
the stimulus package. Stimulus funds 
were set aside to help us reduce our un-
employment rate in this country and 
to hire American workers. The pros-
pect of jobs should not be a magnet to 
draw more illegal workers into the 
country. 

The first thing you do, if you have an 
immigration problem, is stop reward-
ing those who break the law. One of the 
things you do not do is reward people 
who come illegally with jobs. You do 
not have to arrest them or do anything 
unkind. You simply do not hire them, 
especially with taxpayers’ money that 
is designed to create American jobs. 

This has been a matter we have 
talked about for some time. It is very 
important in this time of economic 
slowdown because the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics reported that the unemploy-
ment rate for June, just a week or so 
ago, had jumped to 9.5 percent, 467,000 
jobs lost, the highest unemployment 
rate in 25 years. We have massive job 
losses. A lot of good people are out of 
work, they need work and are willing 
to work. 

E-Verify is not a perfect system. Peo-
ple can find ways beat it, no doubt, but 
it actually works. One study by the 
Heritage Foundation concluded that as 
much as 13 percent of the jobs created 

under the stimulus plan would go to 
people illegally in the country the way 
we were operating. By utilizing the E- 
Verify system, I have no doubt we 
could drop that percentage dramati-
cally. I am very concerned about it. I 
am a bit baffled by the difficulty we 
have had in moving forward with this 
amendment. 

I will say that two bits of progress— 
small progress, I know—have occurred. 
The House Homeland Security appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2010 has 
come over to the Senate, and it in-
cludes a 2-year extension of E-Verify. 
That is better than letting it expire. In 
addition, the Senate version of the bill 
includes a generous 3-year extension of 
this proven system. I have to say that 
is OK, but neither bill has any lan-
guage that would make this system 
permanent. It leaves it on very shaky 
ground, making businesses that might 
voluntarily want to utilize it wonder if 
it really is the policy of our country to 
use it. Madam President, over 1,000 
businesses a week are now voluntarily 
signing up to use the system. 

Failing to make the system perma-
nent also raises questions about the 
sincerity of our commitment. More sig-
nificantly, neither one of the bills has 
any language that says that govern-
ment contractors, people who are doing 
work for the U.S. Government, paid for 
by us, the taxpayers, must use this sys-
tem. I ask, Why not? What possible, 
justifiable, rational reason can we give 
to pass legislation designed to help 
deal with this recession, to try to cre-
ate American jobs and not make sure 
federal contractors only hire lawful 
workers? What basis could we utilize to 
say that those contractors should not 
at least take about 2 minutes—that is 
about all it takes to punch in a Social 
Security number into the system—to 
see whether a person applying for a job 
is legally in the country. 

There is a long history on this 
amendment. For some reason, interest 
groups have been lobbying against per-
manent authorization and mandating 
use of E-Verify by federal contractors. 
Certain business groups oppose this 
amendment. It scares them. Why? I 
suggest there is only one logical con-
clusion: They like the idea of hiring il-
legal workers. But how can we as Mem-
bers of the Senate representing the 
American taxpayers possibly justify 
using their money that is designed to 
create jobs for American citizens to 
hire people who are here illegally, cre-
ating an even greater magnet to at-
tract more people to come into our 
country illegally? 

I have offered this amendment to the 
appropriations bill to ensure this suc-
cessful program be made permanent. 
And, of course, any time in the future 
if it ceases to be practical, we could 
end it. But this amendment would 
make it permanent, sending a signal— 
that is part of what we want to do—and 
it would also be mandatory for govern-
ment contractors. If a Federal con-
tractor gets a contract to do work, at 
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least they ought to determine whether 
a worker is legally in the country be-
fore they hire them. I don’t think that 
is too much to ask, and I cannot imag-
ine why anyone would oppose it. But I 
understand, once again, we are going to 
have objections. 

It is working, and Department of 
Homeland Security Secretary Janet 
Napolitano recently said this in re-
sponse to a question I asked: 

The administration—— 

She is talking about the Obama ad-
ministration— 
strongly supports E-Verify as a cornerstone 
of work site enforcement and will work to 
continue to improve the program to ensure 
it is the best tool to prevent and deter the 
hiring of persons who are not authorized to 
work in the United States. 

I think that is a pretty good affirma-
tion of it. In fact, that has been a 
known reality for years. We have 
known this system has worked for 
years, but we have had people say: Oh, 
it is a bureaucratic nightmare. Why do 
businesses voluntarily sign up to use 
it, then? They say some people might 
be held up in employment. Under the 
bill, if something in the system raises 
questions about your employability, 
the person can still be hired while the 
problem is worked out. What we found 
is that 96 percent of the people are 
cleared immediately and only a very 
small number have turned out to have 
some sort of mistake in their situation. 
It is just not a practical objection, in 
my view. 

I understand that some are claim-
ing—my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle—that it looks as if Secretary 
Napolitano will announce something 
with regard to federal contractors 
soon, maybe even tomorrow. That 
would be good. It would be a Presi-
dential directive that could, in the 
short run, solve this problem. But we 
have heard that talk before. 

President Bush finally, after being 
subjected to some criticism about this, 
issued Executive Order 12989 last June. 
That order mandated the use of the E- 
Verify system for Federal contractors 
and subcontractors and was supposed 
to take effect in January of this year. 
President Obama came in, as he has 
the power to do, and he delayed imple-
mentation of the order. Indeed, we 
have had four delays to date in imple-
menting this Executive Order. The first 
was when President Obama said that 
the January 28 date was not appro-
priate. He put it off to February 20 and 
said that on February 20, businesses 
that get government contracts have to 
use the system. Then a few weeks 
later, the implementation was pushed 
back to May 21. Before May 21 got here, 
they pushed it back to June 30. A few 
weeks ago, we heard it would not be 
implemented until some time in Sep-
tember. And now we are hearing that 
they may implement it soon. 

E-Verify is certainly one of the most 
effective tools we have, as the Sec-
retary herself has stated. Why are we 
not moving forward with making it 

permanent, I ask. I ask Members of 
Congress in the House and in the Sen-
ate, why don’t we play a role in this? 
Why leave it totally up to the Presi-
dent, who is subjected to all kinds of 
political and corporate lobbying to not 
do this program? Why don’t we as a 
Senate just pass it, as we do so many 
other things, and make it law? If Sec-
retary Napolitano plans to do this in 
the future, it wouldn’t conflict with 
anything she planned to do. If they 
were not going to do it, it would be 
mandated and it would come into ef-
fect. 

We have to be aware that we have 
had a lot of obstacles before with the 
implementation with this system and 
it has not gone forward in an effective 
way. I don’t think we should wait any 
longer. Jobs are being lost every single 
day. They are being lost in significant 
numbers to people illegally in our 
country. 

T.J. Bonner, the head of the Border 
Patrol Union, told us most passion-
ately at a Judiciary Committee hear-
ing a number of years ago that jobs are 
the magnet. If you can stop the mag-
net, the number of people they have to 
deal with at the border can be reduced. 
It sends a signal that the days of open 
borders and the ability to get a job 
even if you are illegally here are past. 
That is the way you do things and 
make it work. It is all part of a plan to 
send a message to the world that we 
are not open for illegality. Under E- 
Verify nobody is arrested, nobody is 
captured and taken to be deported. We 
just simply are taking a reasonable 
step to reduce the magnet of jobs from 
taxpayers’ money, not private busi-
nesses, just government businesses and 
government contractors. The Federal 
Government uses it today in its hiring 
process. 

I was surprised to hear one of my 
Democratic colleagues asking that we 
not support this amendment, saying 
that we should have a biometric em-
ployment identification database and 
that he cannot support E-Verify be-
cause it is not strong enough. That was 
a remarkable thing. Anyone who has 
studied the history of this program has 
good reason to wonder about the sin-
cerity of people who object because E- 
Verify is not tough enough. The reason 
people are objecting is because it 
works. That is why the immigrant ad-
vocacy groups and the business crowd 
object to it. That is why. There may be 
better systems, but this one has been 
up and running for some time and been 
incredibly successful. 

It was contended that I.D. thieves 
can defeat the system. I suspect that is 
so. But does that mean the system has 
to be perfect before we use it? That ar-
gument ignores the fact that this bill 
appropriates a significant amount of 
extra funds to assist the Department of 
Homeland Security’s continuing effort 
to reinforce the system’s antifraud pro-
tections. We have money in this legis-
lation to try to eliminate the ability of 
people to defeat the system by fraud. 

I don’t think the argument can ra-
tionally be made that extending it 
would be ‘‘a waste of taxpayers’ 
money.’’ We already have the system 
up and running. In reality, it is not 
going to cost any more money to have 
people use it. The system is up and 
working. I guess if people want to use 
that as an excuse to vote against the 
amendment, they can, but it makes lit-
tle sense to me. 

I would like to see an enhanced bio-
metric system. It is absolutely some-
thing that can work. We need to do 
that. There are a lot of things we can 
do this very day, but you have to 
admit, if we cannot get the votes to 
just maintain the E-Verify system, it 
looks as if we may have even more dif-
ficulties with an advanced system. 

I won’t go on at length about this 
anymore. We have debated it before. 
Earlier this year on the stimulus bill, I 
offered an amendment to make E- 
Verify apply to the stimulus bill and 
the people who got government con-
tracts would have to use it. The House 
put that in their bill. I kept getting ob-
jection from the Democratic leadership 
to my amendment. I couldn’t under-
stand why. And then I began to think 
about it, and it dawned on me what was 
happening. If my amendment were to 
pass and the language was in the House 
bill, unless real skullduggery were to 
occur, that language should be in the 
final bill. But if they could keep the 
language out of the Senate bill, even 
though the House had put the language 
in their bill by an overwhelming vote, 
they could take it out in conference 
when they meet in secret to deal with 
the conflicts between the House bill 
and the Senate bill. So I brought it up 
three or four times, and every time I 
tried to get a vote, it was blocked. 

Then, finally, the bill passed without 
my amendment having passed. And do 
you know what happened? When they 
met in secret, in conference, the House 
leadership—the Speaker and her 
team—receded to the Senate bill, 
agreed to eliminate their language, and 
therefore the language wasn’t in the 
bill. And what happened politically? 
All the House Members, Republicans 
and Democrats, could say: I voted for 
E-Verify. And the Senate Members, 
when hearing complaints, could say: 
Well, I would have voted for it if it had 
come up. It just never came up. 

See, this was the plan all along. I 
just have to tell you what the truth is 
and how this happened and what is at 
work out there. 

So I hope Secretary Napolitano will 
do what she can do and the President 
will do what he can do and order that 
this system be mandatory for govern-
ment contractors and to permanently 
authorize it. But I don’t see any reason 
in the world why we should wait on 
that. What we should do as a Congress, 
if we believe in what we say about our 
goal to eliminate the surge of illegal 
immigration and trying to protect 
American jobs at this time of economic 
recession, is we ought to vote for the 
amendment. What harm can there be? 
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So I urge my colleagues to do the 

right thing on this amendment and 
vote for it. I am baffled as to why there 
would be hesitation about it. I think if 
people look at it, it is very simple. The 
E-Verify system is up and running. The 
government employment offices use it 
before they hire anybody for the gov-
ernment. Thousands of businesses are 
using it every day. Over 130,000 employ-
ers are currently enrolled in the pro-
gram, and about a thousand businesses 
a week are signing up to use it. It pro-
tects them, in a way. If somebody says: 
You knowingly hired illegal workers, 
they can say: I checked and they had a 
good I.D. and a good name, and I did 
my best. And that will protect them 
from complaints against them. Most 
employers want to do the right thing. 
They do not want to hire people who 
are not lawfully in the country. So 
that is why it is working even as a vol-
untary program. We are not hearing 
complaints about it. It is not violating 
people’s civil rights. It is working in a 
healthy way. 

All we need to do now is make this 
system permanent, not keep leaving it 
out here in limbo. And secondly, let’s 
make sure it applies to people who not 
only go directly to work for the U.S. 
Government but for contractors who do 
work for the government, people who 
are getting money under the stimulus 
bill, which was designed to create jobs 
for American citizens. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, ear-
lier today, just a couple of hours ago, I 
spoke in this Chamber about the need 
to expand access to generic drugs. I 
spoke about expanding generic access 
for biologics—drugs that treat cancer, 
and diabetes, and rheumatoid arthritis, 
Alzheimer’s, multiple sclerosis, Par-
kinson’s, and a whole host of disabling 
and often fatal diseases. I talked about 
how much money could be saved with a 
pathway to what are called follow-on 
biologics—or generics—and how much 
better access that would be for people 
who simply can’t afford the thousands 
of dollars per month that it often costs 
for these biologics, these very expen-
sive treatments. I talked about how it 
could save money for small businesses 
that so often pay the freight for health 
care, for health insurance for their em-
ployees, and how it could save money 
for large companies that simply aren’t 
able to be as competitive around the 
world because of the high cost of these 

biologics. All this is part of a larger de-
bate about health care reform. 

Just a few short days after cele-
brating our Nation’s birthday, we are 
fighting for what should be a right for 
every American; that is, access to af-
fordable health coverage. This isn’t 
about the Republicans. It isn’t about 
Democrats. It is not about my part of 
the country, the Midwest, or the Pre-
siding Officer’s part of the country, 
New England. It is not about Ohio or 
New Hampshire or California or Ne-
braska. It is about America. It is about 
fighting for the next great progressive 
chapter in our Nation’s 233-year his-
tory. 

Think of the progress as a nation we 
have made in the last hundred years. I 
wear on my lapel a pin depicting a ca-
nary in a bird cage. The mine workers 
used to take a canary down in the 
mines. If the canary died from lack of 
oxygen or toxic gas, the mine worker 
knew he had to get out of the mines 
immediately. He had no union strong 
enough to protect him or no govern-
ment that cared enough to protect 
him. Think of the progress this coun-
try has made over these past 100 years 
since the canaries went down in the 
mines with the miners. 

A baby born in America at the turn 
of the last century, say, in 1900, had a 
life expectancy of only about 46 years. 
Today, we live three decades longer be-
cause of our progressive government, 
because of a ban on child labor, because 
of civil rights and women’s rights, be-
cause of safe drinking water and clean 
air, because of seatbelts and airbags, 
because of Medicare and Social Secu-
rity and minimum wage and workers’ 
compensation, and so many great 
things this institution has done. 

Over the Fourth of July weekend, I 
was honored to have spent time with 
the Scalia family from Australia. Nat-
alie and Greg Scalia lived in the United 
States, just upstairs from my wife 
when she was a struggling single par-
ent. Greg Scalia was an intern, I be-
lieve at the Cleveland Clinic, making 
very little money. They had two chil-
dren then. They now have four chil-
dren. Will and Issy were born and were 
here a dozen years ago when they lived 
in the United States for a couple of 
years in the 1990s. Born to the Scalia 
family since living here and joining the 
family on this visit were Richie and 
Rosie. They came to Cleveland over the 
Fourth of July weekend. They did what 
Americans do: They went to a Cleve-
land Indians game. Unfortunately, 
typically, they saw the Indians lose—a 
pattern that has been all too common 
this year. They went to a parade in the 
southwest part of Cleveland, they went 
to picnics, and they had family time. 

As I talked with Dr. Scalia and all of 
us talked about the current debate 
over health care reform, it occurred to 
me that this debate and the hours and 
hours spent by staff and Members who 
work in the Senate in crafting the pub-
lic plan we announced last Thursday, 
the issue of generic drugs we engage in 

today and all the work done on preven-
tion and on quality of care and on 
workforce training and on stopping 
fraud in the Medicare system—all the 
different kinds of health care systems 
overall are really part of the American 
experience. But years from now, when 
we look back on this, we will know 
that it is not about terms such as 
‘‘public option’’ or ‘‘follow-on bio-
logics’’ or concepts such as preventive 
care, quality control, or the discharge 
plan, where people leave hospitals; this 
is really all about American families. 

That is why, as we celebrated the 
Fourth of July over the weekend, it 
was particularly important to think 
about what we do this month in the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, on which I sit, and in 
the Finance Committee—the two com-
mittees of the Senate joined with the 
House Ways and Means Committee and 
the Education and Labor Committee 
and the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee—as we work on this. Our first 
pledge is to protect what is right in our 
health care system, and our second 
pledge is to fix what is wrong. 

Protecting what is right means if you 
have health insurance and you are 
pleased with your health insurance, 
you keep it. No government is going to 
tell you to change that; you keep what 
you have. If you are unhappy with your 
insurance, if you are dissatisfied or 
simply have no health insurance or 
have very inadequate health insurance, 
then we can offer you private insurance 
or we can offer you public insurance— 
the public plan option, so to speak— 
that will give you the choices as an 
American citizen. 

This is a historic moment for our 
country. This is the first time since 
Franklin Roosevelt thought about try-
ing to add health care, a Medicare-like 
system, to Social Security in the 1930s. 
He backed off under pressure from the 
American Medical Association. In the 
1940s President Truman offered Medi-
care. He was not able to pass it for all 
kinds of reasons. In 1965, President 
Johnson, with the huge Democratic 
majorities, the biggest majorities we 
have had in the last 70 years, was able 
to pass Medicare and Medicaid, and 
look what that brought us. 

Madam President, as you join us in 
your first term from New Hampshire, 
and many other freshmen who have 
moved on this side of the aisle—we 
have sort of squeezed these desks to-
gether, as we see—we will be facing a 
historic moment where we will have a 
chance to provide health insurance and 
help all these families I saw on the 
Fourth of July reach the American 
dream. It is an opportunity for people 
who have not had health insurance and 
people who have inadequate health in-
surance to be able to provide for their 
families. They are working hard and 
they are playing by the rules. They 
work as hard as any United States Sen-
ator. The comforts of their job are not 
nearly as much as we have in this 
body, and they are deserving of the 
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same kind of health insurance that 
people in this Chamber have—Senators, 
staff people, all of us. 

This is a great moment, a historic 
moment, as we move forward in the 
history of our great country. 

f 

DISCLOSURE OF CONGRESSION-
ALLY DIRECTED SPENDING 
ITEMS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, pursuant 
to Senate rules, I submit a report, and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DISCLOSURE OF CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED 

SPENDING ITEMS 

I certify that the information required by 
rule XLIV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate related to congressionally directed 
spending items has been identified in the 
committee report which accompanies S. 1298 
and that the required information has been 
available on a publicly accessible congres-
sional website at least 48 hours before a vote 
on the pending amendment to H.R. 2892. 

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I was 
unavoidably detained during rollcall 
vote No. 215, an amendment to strike 
the earmark for the Durham Museum 
in Omaha, NE, from H.R. 2918, the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act of 
2010; rollcall vote No. 216 on a point of 
order with respect to amendment No. 
1365; and rollcall vote No. 217 on pas-
sage of H.R. 2918, the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act of 2010. 

Had I been present I would have 
voted yea for rollcall vote No. 215; nay 
for rollcall vote No. 216; and nay for 
rollcall vote No. 217 and ask that the 
RECORD reflect that. 

f 

OBSTRUCTIONISM OF 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
sorry to see Republican obstructionism 
in the Senate return with such a venge-
ance. Just last November, the Amer-
ican people voted for change. They sent 
a new President to the White House to 
lead our government and sent a strong 
message that they expected Wash-
ington to put aside pettiness and work 
on their behalf on the serious problems 
facing them and the country. After 
only 6 months, it seems Republicans in 
the Senate have already forgotten that 
message. 

The Senate majority leader has spo-
ken about the difficulties he is having 
getting any semblance of reasonable 
cooperation from across the aisle. The 
Republicans’ obstruction of Presi-
dential nominees is a stark example. 
Just a few years ago, they were intent 
on employing the ‘‘nuclear option’’ and 
risking destruction of longstanding 
Senate rules and practices in order to 
ensure that every one of President 
Bush’s nominees was confirmed. This 

year, with President Obama making 
the nominations, they have reverted to 
the anonymous holds that character-
ized their actions during the Clinton 
years. It is impossible to find a prin-
ciple that justifies this obstruction. It 
is likewise difficult to see what ‘‘ex-
traordinary circumstances’’ exist to 
justify filibusters and unwillingness to 
proceed to consider these nominations. 

The Senate’s last week in session be-
fore the July 4th recess witnessed a Re-
publican filibuster of the President’s 
nominee to serve as the Legal Advisor 
at the State Department. The target 
was Harold Koh, the distinguished dean 
of the Yale Law School, a former high- 
ranking official in the State Depart-
ment as well as a former official at the 
Office of Legal Counsel at the Justice 
Department. That filibuster was unsuc-
cessful, although 31 Republican Sen-
ators supported it. That was not the 
first attempt by Senate Republicans to 
filibuster executive branch nominees. 
Earlier this year, the Senate was 
forced to file for cloture to avert a Re-
publican filibuster against the nomina-
tion of David Ogden to serve as the 
Deputy Attorney General. 

The destructive strategy culminated 
on June 25 when Republicans objected 
to confirming nine executive branch 
nominees reported by the Judiciary 
Committee for action by the Senate. 
They included five U.S. attorneys, 3 
Assistant Attorneys General and the 
Chairman of the U.S. Sentencing Com-
mission. In addition, the Judiciary 
Committee has reported 3 judicial 
nominees to begin filling the 74 vacan-
cies in our Federal courts around the 
country. Republicans are turning the 
clock back to 10 years ago, when their 
obstructionism led to more than 100 ju-
dicial vacancies and earned rebukes 
from Chief Justice Rehnquist. 

In an editorial entitled ‘‘Call It Ob-
structionism,’’ the New York Times on 
June 28 noted that the Senate ad-
journed for the July 4th recess with ‘‘21 
nominees for important posts awaiting 
confirmation.’’ Thirteen had been re-
ported by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee but remained stalled before the 
Senate by Republican objections. I 
hope this work period sees the coopera-
tion from Senate Republicans that the 
American people have demanded. 

f 

REMEMBERING TERRY BARNICH 
AND MAGED HUSSEIN 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to say a few words about two brave 
Americans who were tragically killed 
in Iraq earlier this year. On May 25, 
2009, Terrance Barnich of Illinois and 
Maged Hussein of Florida died when an 
improvised explosive device detonated 
near a construction site outside of 
Fallujah. 

Terry Barnich was the deputy direc-
tor of the Iraq Transition Assistance 
Office in Baghdad. He had signed on for 
multiple tours in Iraq and was the sen-
ior American expert responsible for ex-
panding the generation of electricity 

across Iraq. Dr. Maged Hussein was the 
senior adviser for water resources in 
the Iraq Transition Assistance Office 
and a civilian member of the Army 
Corps of Engineers. He, too, volun-
teered for multiple tours in Iraq. 

These two men represent the very 
best America has to offer. Both gave up 
the comforts of home to live in trailers 
in Baghdad in an effort to help provide 
a better future for Iraq. Countless 
thousands of Iraqi civilians have access 
to electricity and potable water as a 
result of Terry’s and Maged’s efforts. 
Along with the personal tragedy, their 
loss represents a serious setback for 
American reconstruction efforts in 
Iraq. We mourn their passing and offer 
our deepest condolences to their fami-
lies. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

COMMENDING LIEUTENANT 
GENERAL SCOTT C. BLACK 

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize and pay tribute to 
LTG Scott C. Black for his many years 
of loyal and exceptionally meritorious 
service to our Nation culminating in 
his steadfast devotion, stewardship, 
and leadership of the Army Judge Ad-
vocate General’s Corps as the 37th and 
first 3-Star Judge Advocate General. 
Lieutenant General Black will retire 
from the Army on 1 October 2009 hav-
ing completed a distinguished military 
career of over 35 years. We owe him a 
debt of gratitude for his many con-
tributions to our Nation and the legal 
profession, particularly during oper-
ations in support of the global war on 
terror. 

Born on September 1, 1952, in Camp 
Cook, CA, this great patriot grew up 
traveling around the world in a mili-
tary family but always considered Cali-
fornia his home and is a resident to 
this day. He graduated in 1974 from 
California Polytechnic State Univer-
sity with a bachelor of arts in political 
science. While attending Cal Poly, 
Lieutenant General Black was enrolled 
in the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps. 
Upon graduation, he began his military 
career as a commissioned armor offi-
cer. After completing the armor officer 
basic course and Airborne and Ranger 
schools, he returned to California for 
his first duty assignment and served at 
Fort Ord from 1974–1977. In 1977, the 
Army selected him to attend law 
school through the Funded Legal Edu-
cation Program. He remained on the 
west coast and graduated in 1980 with 
his juris doctor degree from the Cali-
fornia Western School of Law. 

He then attended the Judge Advocate 
Officer Basic Course in Charlottesville, 
VA, before heading to Fort Bliss, TX, 
where he honed his legal skills serving 
as the chief of legal assistance; trial 
counsel; chief, criminal law; and as a 
contracts attorney. In 1984, he returned 
to Charlottesville to attend the judge 
advocate officer graduate course. In 
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the short time he was a judge advocate 
before attending the graduate course, 
Lieutenant General Black quickly dis-
tinguished himself from his peers as 
possessing the legal acumen and inter-
personal skills to serve in the Judge 
Advocate General’s Corps’ most visible 
and challenging positions. From 1985– 
1989 he served in the general law 
branch, administrative law division, 
Office of The Judge Advocate General. 
During this time period, he received 
the high honor and rare distinction of 
being selected to serve as an assistant 
counsel to the President of the United 
States. After leaving the White House, 
his stellar performance led to his selec-
tion to attend the U.S. Army Command 
and General Staff College at Fort Leav-
enworth, KS. In 1990, he returned to 
Fort Ord, CA, where he served as the 
deputy staff judge advocate for the 7th 
Infantry Division, Light, until 1993. 
After leaving Fort Ord, Lieutenant 
General Black continued to expertly 
fill and excel in challenging positions. 

In 1993, Lieutenant General Black 
and his family moved to Europe where 
he was the chief, military and civil law 
division, Office of the Judge Advocate, 
U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army, 
Germany. In 1994 he became the staff 
judge Advocate, 3d Infantry Division, 
later redesignated 1st Infantry Divi-
sion, U.S. Army Europe and Seventh 
Army, Germany. In 1996, he returned to 
Washington, DC, where he served as 
the legislative counsel and chief, inves-
tigations and legislative division, Of-
fice of the Chief of Legislative Liaison, 
Office of the Secretary of the Army, 
until 1998. From 1998–1999, Lieutenant 
General Black attended the Industrial 
College of the Armed Forces. In 1999 he 
returned to the Office of The Judge Ad-
vocate General to serve as the chief, 
personnel, plans, and training office. In 
2000, Lieutenant General Black re-
turned to Germany as the staff judge 
advocate, V Corps, U.S. Army Europe 
and Seventh Army, Germany. 

In 2001 Lieutenant General Black was 
selected for promotion to brigadier 
general, and so he returned to Wash-
ington, DC, to serve as the assistant 
judge advocate general for military law 
and operations. In 2003 he was assigned 
as the first commanding general of the 
U.S. Army Judge Advocate General’s 
Legal Center and School. In 2005 he be-
came the 37th The judge advocate gen-
eral of the Army. He was promoted to 
lieutenant general on 8 December 2008 
to become the Army’s first 3-star the 
judge advocate general. 

As the judge advocate general of the 
Army, Lieutenant General Black 
served as the principal staff officer re-
sponsible for the largest legal services 
corps within the Department of De-
fense, with over 9,000 uniformed and ci-
vilian attorneys, paralegal noncommis-
sioned officers, and civilian support 
staff across 651 offices in 19 countries. 
Lieutenant General Black expertly ad-
vised the Secretary of the Army and 
the Army Staff on sensitive issues af-
fecting the Army and the Department 

of Defense during a tumultuous and 
difficult time in our Nation’s history. 
Along with the judge advocate generals 
of the other services he was the con-
scious of the nation as he provided 
counsel on novel legal issues in inter-
national law and the ethical values 
fundamental to the United States. 

Under his leadership the Judge Advo-
cate General’s Corps transitioned along 
with the rest of the Army so that judge 
advocates were more accessible and ef-
fective to the commanders who rely on 
their advice. Lieutenant General 
Black’s awards include the Legion of 
Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, Army 
Meritorious Service Medal with four 
Oak Leaf Clusters, Army Commenda-
tion Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, and 
the Army Achievement Medal with 
Oak Leaf Cluster. He has earned the 
Ranger Tab and the Parachutist Badge. 

Lieutenant General Black and his 
wonderful wife Kim have been married 
for 33 years. They have four children 
and one grandchild. 

I know all my colleagues join me in 
saluting LTG Scott C. Black and his 
family for their many years of truly 
outstanding service to the Judge Advo-
cate General’s Corps, the U.S. Army, 
and our great Nation.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 2454. An act to create clean energy 
jobs, achieve energy independence, reduce 
global warming pollution and transition to a 
clean energy economy. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–2190. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Chlorantranilprole; Pesticide Tolerances’’ 
(FRL No. 8413–6) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on June 26, 2009; to the 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–2191. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Sodium 1, 4-Dialkyl Sulfosuccinates; Ex-
emption from the Requirement of a Toler-
ance’’ (FRL No. 8423–2) as received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 2, 2009; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–2192. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Pyrimethani; Pesticide Tolerances’’ (FRL 
No. 8423–6) as received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2193. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Polyglyceryl Phthalate Ester of Coconut 
Oil Fatty Acids; Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance’’ (FRL No. 8423– 
1)as received during adjournment of the Sen-
ate in the Office of the President of the Sen-
ate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2194. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘d-Phenothrin; Pesticide Tolerances’’ (FRL 
No. 8417–4) as received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2195. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Cyazofamid; Pesticide Tolerance’’ (FRL No. 
8423–5) as received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2196. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Movement 
of Hass Avocados From Areas Where Mexi-
can Fruit Fly or Sapote Fruit Fly Exist’’ 
((RIN0579–AC67) (Docket No. APHIS–2006– 
0189)) as received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2197. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘2-Propenoic acid, 2-methyl-, polymers with 
Bu acrylate, Et acrylate, Me methacrylate 
and polyethylene glycol methacrylate C16– 
18-alkyl ethers; Tolerance Exemption’’ (FRL 
No. 8422–3) as received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2198. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to 
certification, transmittal number: DDTC 
019–09, of the proposed sale or export of de-
fense articles, including technical data, and 
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defense services to a Middle East country re-
garding any possible affects such a sale 
might have relating to Israel’s Qualitative 
Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2199. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to 
certification, transmittal number: DDTC 
032–09, of the proposed sale or export of de-
fense articles, including technical data, and 
defense services to a Middle East country re-
garding any possible affects such a sale 
might have relating to Israel’s Qualitative 
Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2200. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to 
certification, transmittal number: DDTC 
036–09, of the proposed sale or export of de-
fense articles, including technical data, and 
defense services to a Middle East country re-
garding any possible affects such a sale 
might have relating to Israel’s Qualitative 
Military Edge over military threats to 
Israel; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2201. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Acquisition Pol-
icy, and Strategic Sourcing, Department of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Motor Carrier Fuel 
Surcharge (DFARS Case 2008–D040)’’ 
(RIN0750–AG30) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2202. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Acquisition Pol-
icy, and Strategic Sourcing, Department of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Lease of Vessels, 
Aircraft, and Combat Vehicles (DFARS Case 
2006–D013)’’ (RIN0750–AF39)as received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 2, 2009; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2203. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Acquisition Pol-
icy, and Strategic Sourcing, Department of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Use of Commercial 
Software (DFARS Case 2008–D044)’’ (RIN0750– 
AG32) as received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–2204. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of General Bantz J. 
Craddock, United States Army, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of general on the re-
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–2205. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral James G. Roudebush, United States Air 
Force, and his advancement to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2206. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Michael D. Rochelle, United States 
Army, and his advancement to the grade of 
lieutenant general on the retired list; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2207. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Samuel T. Helland, United States Ma-
rine Corps, and his advancement to the grade 
of lieutenant general on the retired list; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2208. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 

the approved retirement of General John 
D.W. Corley, United States Air Force, and 
his advancement to the grade of general on 
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–2209. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report on 
the approved retirement of General David D. 
McKiernan, United States Army, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of general on the re-
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–2210. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting proposed legislation relative to 
Authority to Extend Eligibility for Enroll-
ment in Department of Defense Elementary 
and Secondary Schools to Certain Additional 
Categories of Dependents and the National 
Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year 
2010; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–2211. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Legal Affairs, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Processing of Deposit Accounts in the 
Event of an Insured Depository Institution 
Failure’’ (RIN3064-AD26) as received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on July 1, 2009; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–2212. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Legal Affairs, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Temporary Liquidity Guar-
antee Program’’ (RIN3064–AD37) as received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 1, 
2009; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2213. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Legal Affairs, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘In-
terest Rate Restrictions on Insured Deposi-
tory Institutions That Are Not Well Capital-
ized’’ (RIN3064–AD44) as received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on July 1, 2009; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–2214. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Legal Affairs, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Spe-
cial Assessments’’ (RIN3064–AD35) as re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
July 1, 2009; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2215. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Legal Affairs, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Im-
plementation of the 2008 Australia Group 
Intersessional Decisions; Additions to the 
List of States Parties to the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention’’ (RIN0694–AE55) as received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 2, 
2009; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2216. A communication from the Regu-
latory Specialist, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Risk-Based Capital 
Guidelines; Capital Adequacy Guidelines; 
Capital Maintenance; Capital—Residential 
Mortgage Loans Modified Pursuant to the 
Making Home Affordable Program’’ 
(RIN1557–AD25) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 1, 2009; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2217. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to the Kingdom of Bahrain; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2218. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Norway; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2219. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Egypt; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2220. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Ireland; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–2221. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report concerning operations at the 
Naval Petroleum Reserves for fiscal year 
2008; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–2222. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Dodecanedioic acid, 1, 12-dihydrazide and 
Thiophene, 2,5-dibromo-3-hexyl-; Significant 
New Use Rules’’ ((RIN2070–AB27)(FRL No. 
8398–5)) as received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–2223. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 Clarification of April 30, 2009, Adden-
dum to Supplemental Funding for 
Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund Grantees’’ 
(FRL No. 8925–6) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 2, 2009; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–2224. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulatory Management, Office of 
Policy, Economics and Innovations, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘New York: Final Authorization of State 
Hazardous Waste Management Program Re-
vision’’ (FRL No. 8916–7) as received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on June 26, 2009; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–2225. A communication from the Office 
Manager, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medicaid Program: 
Rescission of School-Based Administration/ 
Transportation Final Rule, Outpatient Hos-
pital Services Final Rule, and Partial Re-
scission of Case Management Interim Final 
Rule’’ (RIN0938–AP75) as received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on June 29, 2009; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2226. A communication from the Office 
Manager, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medicaid Pro-
grams: Health Care-Related Taxes’’ 
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(RIN0938–AP74) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on June 29, 2009; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–2227. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Acquisition Pol-
icy, and Strategic Sourcing, Department of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Defense Federal 
Acquisition Regulation Supplement; Trade 
Agreements—Costa Rica and Peru (DFARS 
Case 2008–D046)’’ (RIN0750–AG31) as received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 2, 
2009; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2228. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting, the 
report of proposed legislation relative to the 
Asian Development Fund; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2229. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations and Policy Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Beverages: Bottled Water; 
Correction’’ (Docket No. FDA–2008–N–0446) as 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on July 2, 2009; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2230. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 18–115, ‘‘Withholding of Tax on 
Lottery Winnings Temporary Act of 2009’’; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2231. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 18–116, ‘‘City Market at O Street 
Project Financing Clarification Temporary 
Act of 2009’’; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2232. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 18–117, ‘‘DCPL Procurement 
Temporary Amendment Act of 2009’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–2233. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 18–118, ‘‘Day Care Facility Tem-
porary Act of 2009’’; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–2234. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 18–122, ‘‘Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Amendment Act of 2009’’; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2235. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Semi-Annual Report of the 
Inspector General from October 1, 2008 
through March 31, 2009; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–2236. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Semi-Annual 
Report of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod from October 1, 2008 through March 31, 
2009; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2237. A communication from the Acting 
Senior Procurement Executive, General 
Services Administration, Department of De-
fense, and National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal 
Acquisition Regulation; Federal Acquisition 

Circular 2005–34; Introduction’’ (Docket No. 
FAR2009–0001) as received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on July 1, 2009; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–2238. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Legislative Affairs, Office of the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a confirmation 
in the position of General Counsel in the Of-
fice of the Director of National Intelligence’s 
Office; to the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. 

EC–2239. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations Management, Veterans 
Benefits Administration, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Vocational Re-
habilitation and Employment Program— 
Duty to Assist’’ (RIN2900–AM91) as received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on July 2, 
2009; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–2240. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Veterans 
Health Administration, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Civilian Health 
and Medical Program of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs: Preauthorization of Dura-
ble Medical Equipment’’ (RIN2900–AM99) as 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on June 29, 2009; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 2996. A bill making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior, environ-
ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 111–38). 

By Mr. KOHL, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, without amendment: 

S. 1406. An original bill making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 111–39). 

By Mr. JOHNSON, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, without amendment: 

S. 1407. A bill making appropriations for 
military construction, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 111–40). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mrs. BOXER for the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

*Colin Scott Cole Fulton, of Maryland, to 
be an Assistant Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. 

*Paul T. Anastas, of Connecticut, to be an 
Assistant Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. BURR, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. 1400. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de-
preciation classification of motorsports en-
tertainment complexes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado): 

S. 1401. A bill to provide for the award of a 
gold medal on behalf of Congress to Arnold 
Palmer in recognition of his service to the 
Nation in promoting excellence and good 
sportsmanship in golf; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER): 

S. 1402. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the amount al-
lowed as a deduction for start-up expendi-
tures; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BEGICH): 

S. 1403. A bill to amend title VII of the 
Public Health Service Act to ensure that so-
cial work students or social work schools are 
eligible for support under certain programs 
that would assist individuals in pursuing 
health careers or for grants for training 
projects in geriatrics, and to establish a so-
cial work training program; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1404. A bill to implement demonstration 

projects at federally qualified community 
health centers to promote universal access 
to family-centered, evidence-based behav-
ioral health interventions that prevent child 
maltreatment and promote family well-being 
by addressing parenting practices and skills 
for families from diverse socioeconomic, cul-
tural, racial, ethnic, and other backgrounds, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. REID (for Mr. KENNEDY (for 
himself and Mr. KERRY)): 

S. 1405. A bill to redesignate the Long-
fellow National Historic Site, Massachusetts, 
as the ‘‘Longfellow House-Washington’s 
Headquarters National Historic Site’’; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. KOHL: 
S. 1406. An original bill making appropria-

tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes; 
from the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 
S. 1407. A bill making appropriations for 

military construction, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes; from the Committee on 
Appropriations; placed on the calendar. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Mr. REID: 

S. Res. 208. A resolution to constitute the 
majority party’s membership on certain 
committees for the One Hundred Eleventh 
Congress, or until their successors are cho-
sen; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. ISAKSON (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. Res. 209. A resolution recognizing the 
40th anniversary of the National Eye Insti-
tute and expressing support for designation 
of the years 2011 through 2020 as the ‘‘Decade 
of Vision’’; considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 21 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 21, a bill to reduce unintended 
pregnancy, reduce abortions, and im-
prove access to women’s health care. 

S. 144 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 144, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to remove cell phones from listed 
property under section 280F. 

S. 211 
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name 

of the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 211, a 
bill to facilitate nationwide avail-
ability of 2-1-1 telephone service for in-
formation and referral on human serv-
ices and volunteer services, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 213 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 213, a bill to amend title 49, 
United States Code, to ensure air pas-
sengers have access to necessary serv-
ices while on a grounded air carrier, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 348 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 348, a bill to amend sec-
tion 254 of the Communications Act of 
1934 to provide that funds received as 
universal service contributions and the 
universal service support programs es-
tablished pursuant to that section are 
not subject to certain provisions of 
title 31, United States Code, commonly 
known as the Antideficiency Act. 

S. 422 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 422, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
and the Public Health Service Act to 
improve the prevention, diagnosis, and 
treatment of heart disease, stroke, and 
other cardiovascular diseases in 
women. 

S. 451 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 451, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the centennial of 
the establishment of the Girl Scouts of 
the United States of America. 

S. 461 

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 461, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
modify the railroad track maintenance 
credit. 

S. 491 

At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 491, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow Federal 
civilian and military retirees to pay 
health insurance premiums on a pretax 
basis and to allow a deduction for 
TRICARE supplemental premiums. 

S. 511 

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 511, a bill to amend part 
B of title XVIII of the Social Security 
Act to provide for an exemption of 
pharmacies and pharmacists from cer-
tain Medicare accreditation require-
ments in the same manner as such ex-
emption applies to certain profes-
sionals. 

S. 560 

At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
560, a bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act to establish an efficient 
system to enable employees to form, 
join, or assist labor organizations, to 
provide for mandatory injunctions for 
unfair labor practices during the orga-
nizing efforts, and for other purposes. 

S. 599 

At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WEBB) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
599, a bill to amend chapter 81 of title 
5, United States Code, to create a pre-
sumption that a disability or death of 
a Federal employee in fire protection 
activities caused by any certain dis-
eases is the result of the performance 
of such employee’s duty. 

S. 649 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 649, a bill to require an in-
ventory of radio spectrum bands man-
aged by the National Telecommuni-
cations and Information Administra-
tion and the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

S. 654 

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 654, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to cover physician 
services delivered by podiatric physi-
cians to ensure access by Medicaid 
beneficiaries to appropriate quality 
foot and ankle care. 

S. 693 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 693, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide grants 
for the training of graduate medical 
residents in preventive medicine. 

S. 700 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
700, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to phase out the 24- 
month waiting period for disabled indi-
viduals to become eligible for Medicare 
benefits, to eliminate the waiting pe-
riod for individuals with life-threat-
ening conditions, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 711 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 711, a bill to require mental 
health screenings for members of the 
Armed Forces who are deployed in con-
nection with a contingency operation, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 811 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 811, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to promote mental 
and behavioral health services for un-
derserved populations. 

S. 812 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 812, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make perma-
nent the special rule for contributions 
of qualified conservation contribu-
tions. 

S. 846 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
846, a bill to award a congressional gold 
medal to Dr. Muhammad Yunus, in rec-
ognition of his contributions to the 
fight against global poverty. 

S. 848 

At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
the names of the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. BURR) and the Senator 
from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 848, a bill to 
recognize and clarify the authority of 
the States to regulate intrastate heli-
copter medical services, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 908 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 908, a bill to amend the Iran 
Sanctions Act of 1996 to enhance 
United States diplomatic efforts with 
respect to Iran by expanding economic 
sanctions against Iran. 
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S. 934 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. KOHL), the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the 
Senator from Washington (Ms. CANT-
WELL) were added as cosponsors of S. 
934, a bill to amend the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 to improve the nutrition 
and health of schoolchildren and pro-
tect the Federal investment in the na-
tional school lunch and breakfast pro-
grams by updating the national school 
nutrition standards for foods and bev-
erages sold outside of school meals to 
conform to current nutrition science. 

S. 979 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 979, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to establish 
a nationwide health insurance pur-
chasing pool for small businesses and 
the self-employed that would offer a 
choice of private health plans and 
make health coverage more affordable, 
predictable, and accessible. 

S. 981 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
REED) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
981, a bill to support research and pub-
lic awareness activities with respect to 
inflammatory bowel disease, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 984 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
984, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for arthritis re-
search and public health, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 999 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
999, a bill to increase the number of 
well-trained mental health service pro-
fessionals (including those based in 
schools) providing clinical mental 
health care to children and adoles-
cents, and for other purposes. 

S. 1022 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1022, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish a grad-
uate degree loan repayment program 
for nurses who become nursing school 
faculty members. 

S. 1169 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1169, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to provide 
for the treatment of autism under 
TRICARE. 

S. 1210 

At the request of Mr. KAUFMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from New 

Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1210, a 
bill to establish a committee under the 
National Science and Technology 
Council with the responsibility to co-
ordinate science, technology, engineer-
ing, and mathematics education activi-
ties and programs of all Federal agen-
cies, and for other purposes. 

S. 1239 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1239, a bill to amend section 340B of the 
Public Health Service Act to revise and 
expand the drug discount program 
under that section to improve the pro-
vision of discounts on drug purchases 
for certain safety net providers. 

S. 1284 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1284, a bill to 
require the implementation of certain 
recommendations of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, to re-
quire the establishment of national 
standards with respect to flight re-
quirements for pilots, to require the 
development of fatigue management 
plans, and for other purposes. 

S. 1304 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1304, a bill to restore the eco-
nomic rights of automobile dealers, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1308 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1308, a bill to reauthorize 
the Maritime Administration, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1313 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1313, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma-
nently extend and expand the chari-
table deduction for contributions of 
food inventory. 

S. 1319 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1319, a bill to require Congress to speci-
fy the source of authority under the 
United States Constitution for the en-
actment of laws, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1344 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN), the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. ENSIGN) and the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. CORNYN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1344, a bill to tempo-
rarily protect the solvency of the High-
way Trust Fund. 

S. 1397 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1397, a bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to award grants for electronic 
device recycling research, develop-
ment, and demonstration projects, and 
for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 16 

At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co-
sponsor of S.J. Res. 16, a joint resolu-
tion proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States rel-
ative to parental rights. 

S.J. RES. 17 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
BURRIS), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN), the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU), 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) 
and the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL) were added as cosponsors of 
S.J. Res. 17, a joint resolution approv-
ing the renewal of import restrictions 
contained in the Burmese Freedom and 
Democracy Act of 2003, and for other 
purposes. 

S. CON. RES. 25 

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 25, 
a concurrent resolution recognizing the 
value and benefits that community 
health centers provide as health care 
homes for over 18,000,000 individuals, 
and the importance of enabling health 
centers and other safety net providers 
to continue to offer accessible, afford-
able, and continuous care to their cur-
rent patients and to every American 
who lacks access to preventive and pri-
mary care services. 

S. RES. 71 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. BURRIS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 71, a resolution con-
demning the Government of Iran for its 
state-sponsored persecution of the 
Baha’i minority in Iran and its contin-
ued violation of the International Cov-
enants on Human Rights. 

S. RES. 200 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. Res. 200, a resolu-
tion designating September 12, 2009, as 
‘‘National Childhood Cancer Awareness 
Day’’. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Mr. ALEXANDER): 

S. 1402. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
amount allowed as a deduction for 
start-up expenditures; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss legislation that will 
make it significantly easier for small 
businesses to open their doors. Pro-
viding a helping hand to small busi-
nesses is important at any time, but 
never more so than now, when so many 
Americans are out of work. 

Small businesses are the engines of 
our economy. By some estimates, they 
employ approximately half the private 
workforce, and, in rural America, com-
prise nine out of ten businesses. In my 
home State of Oregon, many of the 
rural counties have unemployment 
rates approaching—or even sur-
passing—20 percent. Clearly, small 
businesses are going to be instrumental 
in turning things around. 

Furthermore, small businesses are 
innovators—they produce 13 times 
more patents per employee than large 
firms. Right now, the U.S. needs this 
kind of innovation more than ever. 

Our economy cannot thrive if small 
businesses are not doing well. 

Unfortunately, it can be very dif-
ficult for small businesses to succeed. 
Start-up expenses are often prohibitive 
and it can take a few years before busi-
ness owners begin to see a profit. There 
are administrative systems to create, 
employees to hire, a client base to 
build and supplies to purchase. This 
adds up to a lot of expenses. A Gallup 
poll showed that the average small 
business incurs $10,000 in expenses dur-
ing that first year. However, if a busi-
ness can last 4 years, it is much more 
likely to survive in the long term. We 
need to do more to help these busi-
nesses get through this difficult period. 

Today, I am joining with my col-
league from Tennessee, Senator ALEX-
ANDER, to introduce legislation that 
will help small businesses through 
their first year. The Small Business 
Jump Start Act of 2009 lessens the tax 
burden on new small businesses by dou-
bling the deduction they can take for 
start-up expenses to $10,000. The Act 
also widens the pool of businesses eligi-
ble to take the full amount of the de-
duction in their first year of business. 
The Small Business Jump Start Act 
gives these new businesses a boost that 
first year, and for some, will eliminate 
the tax complications of amortizing 
start-up expenses. The Small Business 
Jump Start Act of 2009 is supported by 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the 
National Federation of Independent 
Businesses, the National Association of 
the Self-Employed, and the National 
Association of Small Businesses. 

I will highlight one Oregon small 
business that the Jump Start Act could 
have helped. Jack and Giovanina 
Giaccarini moved to Grants Pass, Or-

egon after Hurricane Katrina came 
through their town in Mississippi. It 
was their dream to start a business in-
stalling systems to help quadriplegics 
and disabled veterans maneuver around 
their homes. The first year of their 
business was tough—finding start-up 
capital was difficult and purchasing 
just one system to use for demonstra-
tions cost $10,000. They struggled. Now 
they are in their third year of business 
and finally making a profit. Having a 
Jump Start in that first year would 
have made a significant difference 
early on. 

This bill will go a long way for new 
small businesses looking to open their 
doors and employ people in their com-
munities. Colleagues, in order to help 
America’s small businesses and the 
economies of rural America, I urge you 
to support the Small Business Jump 
Start Act of 2009. It is time to reach 
out a helping hand to entrepreneurs 
and assist them in starting that new 
business now, to jump start our econ-
omy and create new jobs across Amer-
ica. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and let-
ters of support be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1402 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness Jump Start Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. INCREASE IN AMOUNT ALLOWED AS DE-

DUCTION FOR START-UP EXPENDI-
TURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
195 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXABLE YEARS BE-
GINNING IN 2009, 2010, OR 2011.—In the case of a 
taxable year beginning in 2009, 2010, or 2011, 
paragraph (1)(A)(ii) shall be applied— 

‘‘(A) by substituting ‘$10,000’ for ‘$5,000’, 
and 

‘‘(B) by substituting ‘$60,000’ for ‘$50,000’.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to amounts 
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Washington, DC, June 26, 2009. 
Hon. JEFF MERKLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MERKLEY: As a long-
standing advocate of tax relief for small 
businesses, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
applauds your leadership on introducing the 
‘‘Small Business Jump Start Act of 2009.’’ 
This bill would increase the small business 
start-up expense deduction from $5,000 to 
$10,000 and increase the threshold for the de-
ductions phase-out from $50,000 to $60,000. 

A robust small business community is a 
vital component to America’s economic re-
covery. Allowing small business owners the 
opportunity to expense additional start-up 
costs up front would foster more entrepre-
neurial activity and further encourage the 
important role of small business as the job 
producers in our economy. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is the 
world’s largest business federation, rep-
resenting more than three million businesses 
and organizations of every size, sector, and 
region. More than 96 percent of the Cham-
ber’s members are small businesses and orga-
nizations with 100 or fewer employees. On be-
half of these small employers, the Chamber 
strongly supports your efforts to encourage 
investment and growth in America’s 27 mil-
lion small enterprises and looks forward to 
working with you to pass this important leg-
islation. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN, 

Executive Vice President, 
Government Affairs. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
FOR THE SELF-EMPLOYED, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 2009. 

Hon. JEFF MERKLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MERKLEY: On behalf of the 
National Association for the Self-Employed 
(NASE) and our 250,000 member businesses, I 
am pleased to announce our support for the 
Small Business Jump Start Act of 2009. We 
strongly believe that in this uncertain eco-
nomic time it is more important than ever 
to assist our nation’s budding entrepreneurs. 

By increasing the start up business ex-
penses deduction, the Small Business Jump 
Start Act will greatly assist start up ven-
tures at the most critical time—their first 
year of business—and give them the financial 
boost they need to succeed. 

The NASE believes that entrepreneurs 
have been pillars of innovation and job cre-
ation, fueling much of what is great about 
America. Legislation that supports and in-
vests in these enterprises is in the best inter-
ests of our economy and our nation. We feel 
that the Small Business Jump Start Act of 
2009 will encourage many individuals who 
have been considering entrepreneurship, to 
take the next steps to open their small busi-
ness and in turn, help create jobs in this 
tough economy. 

If you have any questions or comments, 
please contact Kristie Arslan, NASE’s execu-
tive director. We are looking forward to 
working with you and your staff to gain pas-
sage of this legislation. 

Thank you for your leadership on this im-
portant small business issue. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT HUGHES, 

President. 

NATIONAL FEDERATION 
OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, 

Nashville, TN, July 7, 2009. 
Hon. JEFF MERKLEY, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MERKLEY: On behalf of the 
National Federation of Independent Business 
(NFIB), the nation’s leading small business 
advocacy organization, I want to thank you 
for introducing the Small Business Jump 
Start Act, a bill to increase the start-up de-
duction for new small businesses from $5,000 
to $10,000. 

While a typical business can deduct its or-
dinary business expenses in the year the ex-
penses are paid, a start-up business is lim-
ited as to how much and when it can deduct 
start-up expenses. Start-up business ex-
penses are the costs associated with forma-
tion of a business made prior to the actual 
opening of the business. Most new small 
businesses face significant start-up costs, in-
cluding advertising, obtaining licenses, per-
mits and fees, paying rent, hiring business 
and financial consultants and providing em-
ployee training. Under this bill, expenses 
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connected with setting up or investing in the 
creation of a new business are deductible up 
to $10,000 in the first year of the business. 

During a time of economic uncertainty, 
this legislation provides a significant incen-
tive for entrepreneurs—as well as many peo-
ple who have recently lost their jobs—to 
start their own business. By increasing the 
start-up cost deduction, small business own-
ers will be able to put money back into their 
business sooner, creating greater opportuni-
ties for job creation and investment in local 
economies. 

Thank you again for introducing this bill 
to help America’s small businesses. I look 
forward to working with you on this issue as 
the 111th Congress continues. 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN ECKERLY, 
Senior Vice President, 

Federal Public Policy. 

NATIONAL SMALL 
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, 

JULY 7, 2009. 
Hon. JEFF MERKLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR MERKLEY: On behalf of the 

National Small Business Association, I 
would like to thank you for your leadership 
in crafting the Small Business Jump Start 
Act of 2009. As the nation’s oldest non-
partisan small business advocacy group, 
NSBA reaches more than 150,000 small busi-
nesses nation-wide, and our members have 
highlighted tax relief as a top priority for 
the 111th Congress. 

Small business is one of the primary cata-
lysts of both job growth and innovation in 
our national economy. In fact, according to 
the Small Business Administration since the 
mid-1990s, small businesses have created 60 
to 80 percent of the net new jobs annually. 

However, over the past year, small busi-
nesses have experienced marked economic 
challenges. Between skyrocketing gas prices, 
a weak real estate market and the credit 
crunch, today’s slow economy is having a no-
ticeable effect on our entrepreneurs. This 
new reality is coupled with the fact that the 
first year of a small business is often dif-
ficult and expensive. New employer estab-
lishments face challenges keeping up with 
growing first year demands—building a cli-
ent base, hiring employees, creating new 
products and services, and often opening a 
facility. 

Yet, small businesses that make it past the 
first four years have a better chance of sur-
viving long-term and this is why your legis-
lation is so crucial. It will boost the federal 
tax deduction for small business start-up 
costs and broaden the pool of businesses eli-
gible for the deduction. 

Start-up businesses are currently eligible 
for a $5,000 tax deduction if they spend $50,000 
or less to open their doors. The legislation 
proposed by you would boost the deduction 
to $10,000 and also expand eligibility to com-
panies that spend up to $60,000 on start-up 
costs. The deduction would be phased out 
dollar-for-dollar for expenditures above 
$60,000. A business that spends $61,000 in 
start-up costs, for example, could deduct 
$9,000 under the proposed legislation and 
take the remaining $1,000 deduction over 15 
years, just as in current law. 

Small businesses are the lifeblood of all 
communities, and this bill supports them by 
providing the financial assistance they need 
to achieve success. The Small Business Jump 
Start Act of 2009 will give small businesses 
the necessary financial boost in their first 
year which will encourage investments that 
create jobs and economic growth. NSBA sup-
ports this measure, and commends you for 

working to bring this legislation to the Sen-
ate floor. 

Sincerely, 
TODD MCCRACKEN, 

President. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1404. A bill to implement dem-

onstration projects at federally quali-
fied community health centers to pro-
mote universal access to family-cen-
tered, evidence-based behavioral health 
interventions that prevent child mal-
treatment and promote family well- 
being by addressing parenting practices 
and skills for families from diverse so-
cioeconomic, cultural, racial, ethnic, 
and other backgrounds, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
introduce the Supporting Child Mal-
treatment Prevention Efforts in Com-
munity Health Centers Act of 2009. I 
am introducing this bill on behalf of 
the American Psychological Associa-
tion and the National Association of 
Community Health Centers. This 
much-needed legislation would help ad-
dress a critical problem in our country, 
the abuse and neglect of millions of 
children. Today, I am introducing leg-
islation that will help address this pre-
ventable tragedy. 

Unfortunately, child maltreatment 
continues to be a serious public health 
problem in our country that affects 
millions of children and their families. 
Child abuse and neglect can take many 
forms, including neglect of children’s 
medical needs, physical or psycho-
logical maltreatment, sexual abuse, 
and multiple types of maltreatment. 

In 2007 alone, an estimated 5.8 mil-
lion were allegedly victims of mal-
treatment, 3.2 million referrals were 
made to Child Protective Services 
agencies, and 794,000 children were de-
termined to be victims of abuse and ne-
glect. During that same year, 1,760 
children died as a result of abuse or ne-
glect, most of them younger than 4- 
years old. 

Nearly 80 percent of the perpetrators 
of child maltreatment were parents, 
and approximately seven percent were 
other relatives. Therefore, child mal-
treatment is a tragedy that impacts 
millions of children in their own fami-
lies. Considering that not all maltreat-
ment is reported to the authorities, the 
actual numbers are estimated to be 
higher. 

Focusing on prevention will help save 
billions of dollars that are currently 
spent annually—due to victimization 
and injuries—with hospitalization, vis-
its to ER, out-of-home placements, 
CPS services, investigations, incarcer-
ation of abusers, services to address 
mental health issues, and other related 
costs. 

At the same time, we know that com-
munity health centers represent a 
unique resource for many families who 
depend on their services to obtain 
much-needed health and mental health 
care. Community Health Centers, 
CHCs, served 16 million individuals in 

2007, most of them poor, uninsured, and 
at-risk for child maltreatment. In fact, 
one in five low-income children in the 
U.S. receives health care at a CHC. 
Furthermore, the centers provide com-
prehensive primary care services that 
set up the stage for an integrated care 
model. 

Given this evidence, the American 
Psychological Association, APA, con-
vened a group of experts to review the 
best available science to identify and 
recommend public health strategies to 
prevent child maltreatment within the 
context of behavioral health integra-
tion at community health centers. For 
decades, the APA and its members 
have been at the forefront of child mal-
treatment prevention efforts in re-
search, development of interventions, 
and evaluation. The findings of this re-
port provided the seed to develop this 
critical legislation on behalf of chil-
dren and families in our country. 

Among its provisions, this important 
legislation supports the implementa-
tion of demonstration projects at feder-
ally qualified health centers to pro-
mote universal access to a family-cen-
tered integrated and voluntary services 
model, evidence-based behavioral 
health interventions that prevent child 
maltreatment and promote family 
well-being by addressing parenting 
practices and skills for families from 
diverse socioeconomic, cultural, racial, 
ethnic, and other backgrounds. The bill 
would also support program evaluation 
outcomes, technical assistance, project 
coordination, and the design and imple-
mentation of a cross-site evaluation 
plan. 

I have been committed to the support 
of psychology contributions to children 
and families and the vital role of com-
munity health centers for decades. 
This bill will help address the critical 
need to help and protect our nation’s 
children by giving their parents and 
caregivers the tools and skills they 
need to be become the best parents and 
caregivers they can be and to, ulti-
mately, help prevent child abuse and 
neglect. 

It is my hope that the science-based 
recommendations utilized in the devel-
opment of this legislation will serve as 
a useful resource to inform current 
health care reform legislative efforts. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1404 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Supporting 
Child Maltreatment Prevention Efforts in 
Community Health Centers Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows: 
(1) Child abuse and neglect are serious pub-

lic health problems in this country. During 
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2007, approximately 3,200,000 referrals, in-
volving the alleged maltreatment of approxi-
mately 5,800,000 children, were sent to child 
protective services agencies. 

(2) The most recent data show 794,000 sub-
stantiated cases of child abuse and neglect in 
2007, and child maltreatment-related deaths 
rose 15.5 percent in 2007. Approximately 1,760 
children in the United States, nearly 3⁄4 of 
whom were under 4 years of age, died as a re-
sult of abuse or neglect. 

(3) Early childhood experiences may have 
lifelong effects. Severe and chronic child-
hood stress, including from maltreatment 
and exposure to violence, is associated with 
persistent effects and can lead to enduring 
health, behavior, and learning problems. 

(4) Child maltreatment has— 
(A) psychological and behavioral con-

sequences such as depression, anxiety, sui-
cide, aggressive behavior, delinquency, 
posttraumatic stress disorder, and criminal 
behavior; 

(B) health consequences, including injuries 
and death, chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease, smoking, heart disease, liver dis-
ease, and drug use; and 

(C) developmental consequences that can 
compromise brain development and learning. 

(5) Child maltreatment has significant fi-
nancial consequences, including the short- 
term costs associated with case handling by 
child protective services and investigations, 
hospitalization or emergency room visits for 
medical treatment of injuries, out-of-home 
placement alternatives, services to address 
mental health and substance abuse problems, 
loss of productivity, and poor physical 
health requiring multiple treatments. 

(6) Child maltreatment can be prevented. 
Given that parents and caregivers are re-
sponsible for the majority of the abuse and 
neglect, caregiver-focused strategies and 
interventions that address parenting skills 
and parental risk factors such as depression, 
substance abuse, and intimate partner vio-
lence, as well as strategies and interventions 
that promote family well-being are critical. 
Parenting practices are amenable to change, 
given reasonable efforts, and the building of 
safe, stable, nurturing parent-child relation-
ships is a scientifically proven strategy for 
the prevention of child maltreatment. 

(7) Prevention of child maltreatment 
should have a focus on primary prevention 
(before any maltreatment), emphasizing 
community-centered and population-based 
strategies. 

(8) Prevention of child maltreatment 
should focus on promoting healthy parent- 
child relationships and an environment that 
provides safe, stable, nurturing relationships 
for children. 

(9) Primary health care is an existing and 
widely-accessed system in which a range of 
prevention strategies can be implemented, 
and there is growing evidence that primary 
health care settings are promising venues in 
which to conduct child maltreatment pre-
vention and behavioral health promotion 
programs. 

(10) Community health centers (referred to 
in this Act as ‘‘CHCs’’) serve more than 
18,000,000 individuals in the United States an-
nually, including individuals who are poor, 
uninsured, hard-to-reach, and at-risk for 
child maltreatment. 

(11) One in 5 low-income children in the 
United States receives health care at a CHC. 

(12) CHCs are an existing network of neigh-
borhood health clinics widely and regularly 
accessed by families in need that can serve 
as a fitting venue for child maltreatment 
prevention initiatives. 

(13) In the last decade, behavioral issues 
have had an expanding presence in the port-
folio of services of CHCs. Seventy percent of 
CHCs have some, if minimal, on-site mental 

health and substance abuse services. When 
demand exceeds capacity or on-site services 
do not exist, CHCs refer individuals to off- 
site options. 

(14) The integration of behavioral health 
services in primary care settings is a prom-
ising framework. Evaluation results of inte-
grated care have shown— 

(A) improvement in service utilization, 
such as shorter waiting time and fewer ses-
sions to complete treatment; 

(B) reduction in the stigma related to men-
tal health services; and 

(C) improvement in access to services. 
(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 

are as follows: 
(1) To fund the implementation of a min-

imum of 10 demonstration projects of evi-
dence-based and promising parenting pro-
grams at federally qualified health centers. 

(2) To provide universal access to a family- 
centered integrated and voluntary services 
model that prevents child maltreatment and 
promotes family well-being and which may 
include: 

(A) implementation of evidence-based pre-
ventive parenting skills training programs 
at health centers or permanent or temporary 
residences of caregivers to strengthen the ca-
pacity of parents to care for their children’s 
health and well-being and promote their own 
ability to create safe, stable, nurturing fam-
ily environments that protect children and 
youth from abuse and neglect and its con-
sequences and support children’s optimal so-
cial, emotional, physical, and academic de-
velopment; 

(B) screening to identify parental risk fac-
tors such as depression, substance abuse, and 
intimate partner violence that are associ-
ated with the likelihood that parents will 
abuse or neglect their children, and to fur-
ther develop screening methods and instru-
ments; and 

(C) linkage with, and referral to, on-site in-
dividualized quality mental health services 
provided by trained mental health profes-
sionals for parents and caregivers screening 
positive for child maltreatment risk factors 
to help them overcome the impediments to 
effective parenting and change their behav-
iors toward child rearing and parenting. 

(3) To coordinate the design and implemen-
tation of an evaluation plan to assess the im-
pact and feasibility of integrated services 
model implementation at each federally 
qualified health center participating in the 
demonstration project for health outcomes, 
cost effectiveness, patient satisfaction, pro-
gram local adaptation, reduction of child 
maltreatment and injuries, and improve-
ment of parenting behaviors and family 
functioning. 

(4) To implement critical system factors 
for successful implementation of the inte-
grated services model to prevent child mal-
treatment. Such factors include training of a 
culturally- and linguistically-competent 
workforce, use of best available technology, 
establishment of cooperation among FQHCs 
participating in the demonstration project, 
and building internal and external buy-in 
and support for the project. 

(5) To coordinate the design and implemen-
tation of the cross-site system-wide evalua-
tion plan to assess the impact and feasibility 
of an integrated services model on the reduc-
tion of child maltreatment and injuries, to 
increase a family’s access to services, to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the response of 
FQHCs organizational systems to the model 
implemented, and to identify lessons learned 
and outline recommendations for system- 
wide areas for improvement and changes. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) FEDERALLY QUALIFIED HEALTH CENTER 

OR FQHC.—The term ‘‘federally qualified 

health center’’ or ‘‘FQHC’’ means an entity 
receiving a grant under section 330 of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b). 

(2) CAREGIVERS.—The term ‘‘caregiver’’ 
means an adult who is the primary care-
giver, including biological, adoptive, or fos-
ter parents, grandparents or other relatives, 
and non-custodial parents who have an ongo-
ing relationship, and provides physical care 
for, 1 or more children under the age of 10. 
Caregivers may be individuals who were born 
in, or outside of, the United States and indi-
viduals whose main language is not English, 
including American Indians and Alaska Na-
tives. Caregivers may be heterosexual or ho-
mosexual, and may have learning, physical, 
and other disabilities. 

(3) CENTER-BASED EVIDENCE-BASED PREVEN-
TIVE PARENTING SKILLS PROGRAM.—The term 
‘‘center-based evidence-based preventative 
parenting skills program’’ means research- 
based and proven, promising interventions 
provided and located at a health center 
that— 

(A) have the potential for broad impact 
across multiple types of maltreatment, in-
cluding physical and psychological abuse and 
neglect; 

(B) are associated with effective parent be-
haviors and parenting practices and with re-
ducing child behavior problems; 

(C) may be expected to reduce child mal-
treatment rates; and 

(D) may be implemented at the FQHCs. 
(4) HOME VISITATION PROGRAM.—The term 

‘‘home visitation program’’ means an evi-
dence-based program in which trained pro-
fessionals visit a caregiver in the permanent 
or temporary residence of the caregiver, and 
provide a combination of information, sup-
port, or training regarding child develop-
ment, parenting skills, and health-related 
issues. 

(5) MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES.—The term 
‘‘mental health services’’ means psycho-
therapeutic interventions offered at health 
centers, or off-site locations in partnership 
with health centers, by mental health profes-
sionals to caregivers that screen for or are 
referred for child maltreatment. 

(6) SCREENING.—The term ‘‘screening’’ 
means a form of triage, using valid, cul-
turally-sensitive tools such as scales or ques-
tionnaires applied universally by trained 
professionals to identify caregivers who are 
at-risk for maltreating or neglecting chil-
dren. Screening assesses parental risks for 
child maltreatment such as depression, sub-
stance abuse, and intimate partner violence. 
SEC. 4. GRANTS FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

ON INTEGRATED FAMILY-CENTERED 
PREVENTIVE SERVICES. 

(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT GRANTS.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
acting through the Director of the National 
Center for Injury Prevention and Control of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, shall award competitive grants to eligi-
ble federally qualified health centers to fund 
a minimum of 10 demonstration projects to 
promote— 

(1) universal access to family-centered, evi-
dence-based interventions in the FQHCs that 
prevent child maltreatment by addressing 
parenting practices and skills; and 

(2) behavioral health and family well-being 
for families from diverse socioeconomic, cul-
tural, racial, and ethnic backgrounds, in-
cluding addressing issues related to sexual 
orientation and individuals with disabilities. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive a 
grant under subsection (a), an entity shall— 

(1) be a federally qualified community 
health center; and 

(2) submit to the Secretary an application 
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 
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(c) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—A federally 

qualified health center receiving a grant 
under subsection (a) may use such funds to— 

(1) conduct a needs assessment for the 
demonstration project, including the need 
for proposed integrated services, the number 
of caregivers involved, an organizational as-
sessment, workforce capacity and needs, and 
technological needs; 

(2) use available technologies to collect, 
organize, and provide access to health and 
mental health information of patients, and 
to provide referrals, train staff, monitor 
service delivery and outcomes, and create 
networking opportunities for on-site pro-
viders and others in the community; 

(3) adapt and implement evidence-based 
parenting skills training programs for care-
givers from all backgrounds who use the 
health center for health care and child well- 
visits, through on-site programs or programs 
operated at permanent or temporary resi-
dences and administered, supervised, and 
monitored by trained professionals employed 
by the FQHC; 

(4) adapt instruments and screen care-
givers for child maltreatment risk factors 
such as depression, substance abuse, and in-
timate partner violence, provided that such 
screening is conducted by trained profes-
sionals employed by the FQHC; 

(5) provide access to mental health services 
to caregivers screened positive for child mal-
treatment risk factors, which may include 
services offered at the health centers or at 
off-site locations in partnership with the 
health centers, and which shall be conducted 
by mental health professionals; 

(6) promote models of integrated care that 
involve behavioral health specialists and pri-
mary care providers working collaboratively 
in integrated teams to deliver services that 
prevent child maltreatment and promote 
family well-being; 

(7) develop public education campaigns to 
increase community awareness of the inte-
grated services offered by the health centers; 
and 

(8) evaluate patient satisfaction, project 
cost effectiveness, results of the integrated 
services model, and effectiveness of evidence- 
based parenting programs in improving par-
enting practices and reducing child abuse 
and neglect. 

(d) DURATION OF GRANT.—A grant under 
subsection (a) shall be awarded for a period 
not to exceed 5 years. 

(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROJECT CO-
ORDINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 
a contract to 1 or more eligible entities to 
provide— 

(A) technical assistance and project coordi-
nation for the recipients of grants under sub-
section (a); 

(B) training for health care professionals, 
including mental health care professionals, 
at FQHCs that receive grants under sub-
section (a); and 

(C) cross-site evaluation of the demonstra-
tion projects under subsection (a). 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a contract under this section, an entity 
shall— 

(A) be— 
(i) an institution of higher education (as 

defined in section 101 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001)); 

(ii) a nonprofit organization that qualifies 
for tax exempt status under section 501(c)(3) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or 

(iii) such national and professional organi-
zations and community-based organizations 
as the Secretary determines appropriate; 

(B) have expertise in parent-child relation-
ships, parenting programs, prevention of 
child maltreatment, the integration of be-
havioral health in primary and community 

health center settings, and coordinating 
multi-sites projects; 

(C) demonstrate a defined or proposed col-
laboration with purveyors of evidence-based 
child maltreatment prevention interven-
tions; and 

(D) submit to the Secretary an application 
that includes— 

(i) an outline of a technical assistance and 
coordination plan and timeline; 

(ii) a description of activities, services, and 
strategies to be used to reach out and work 
with the FQHCs and others involved in the 
demonstration projects under subsection (a); 
and 

(iii) a description of the evaluation meth-
ods and strategies the entity plans to use, 
and an outline of the progress and final re-
ports required under subsection (f)(2). 

(3) PRIORITY.—In awarding contracts under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to eligible entities whose applications 
under paragraph (2)(D) demonstrate that the 
evaluation design of such eligible entity uses 
strong experimental designs that capture a 
range of health and behavioral outcomes and 
include feasibility evaluation of the inte-
grated health-behavioral health services 
model. Such evaluation designs should pro-
vide evaluation results that identify lessons 
learned and generate recommendations for 
improvements and changes. 

(4) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Each recipient 
of a contract under this subsection shall use 
such award to provide technical assistance 
to the FQHCs receiving a grant under sub-
section (a) and to provide coordination and 
cross-site evaluation of such demonstration 
projects to the Secretary. Such technical as-
sistance and coordination and cross-site 
evaluation may include— 

(A) establishing and implementing uniform 
tracking and monitoring systems across 
FQHCs participating in the demonstration 
project, using the best available, highest 
level of technological tools; 

(B) developing and implementing a cross- 
site, multi-level evaluation plan using rig-
orous research and evaluation designs to 
evaluate the demonstration projects across 
FQHCs; 

(C) ensuring that, in implementing the evi-
dence-based parenting training programs, 
each such FQHC follows standardized manu-
als and protocols, and ensuring effectiveness 
of the integrated services of each FQHC in 
promoting positive stable, nurturing parent- 
child relationships and preventing child mal-
treatment and injuries; 

(D) ensuring an effective and feasible eval-
uation of the outcomes of the demonstration 
projects, including an assessment of— 

(i) improvement of parent knowledge of 
child social, emotional, cognitive develop-
ment; 

(ii) improvement of parent-child relation-
ships; 

(iii) parental use of positive discipline 
methods and effective communication skills; 

(iv) health outcomes for children; 
(v) reduction of incidence of child mal-

treatment; 
(vi) cost-effectiveness of the demonstration 

projects; 
(vii) implementation that follows stand-

ardized manuals and protocols; 
(viii) the interdisciplinary collaborative 

model; 
(ix) cultural sensitivity and local adapta-

tion of the projects; 
(x) any increase in access to services; and 
(xi) further improvements and changes 

needed at the FQHCs; 
(E) establishing and coordinating the im-

plementation of a workforce development 
and training plan to ensure that profes-
sionals working at the health centers, in-
cluding physicians, nurses, nurse practi-

tioners, psychologists, social workers, physi-
cian’s assistants, clinical pharmacists, and 
others, are trained to participate in inter-
disciplinary teams and work collaboratively 
to provide culturally-competent and linguis-
tically-sensitive integrated services to all 
caregivers coming to such center, with a 
focus on the development and strengthening 
of— 

(i) knowledge of the public health model, 
child development, family functioning, the 
problem of child maltreatment, and methods 
of prevention; 

(ii) core attitudes, including the belief that 
child maltreatment is preventable, profes-
sionals have a role in prevention, families 
are partners in preventing maltreatment, 
and evaluation is a critical element of inter-
ventions; 

(iii) ability to conduct screenings, imple-
ment evidence-based parenting programs, 
provide mental health services, and collabo-
rate with evaluation efforts; 

(iv) ability to manage the site project, par-
ticipate in interdisciplinary teams, work on 
integrated efforts, and master technology for 
best results; 

(v) the knowledge, skills, and attitude to 
work with individuals from diverse cultural, 
racial, ethnic, and other backgrounds; and 

(vi) an understanding of cross-field culture 
and language to effectively participate in 
interdisciplinary teams and collaborate in 
integrated activities; 

(F) educating and involving the governing 
boards of FQHCs participating in the dem-
onstration projects in the integrated service 
efforts; 

(G) promoting partnerships with State and 
local institutions of higher education, com-
munity networks, and professional associa-
tions for staff training and recruitment; 

(H) promoting collaboration and net-
working among FQHCs participating in the 
demonstration projects; and 

(I) establishing and coordinating child 
maltreatment prevention collaboratives 
across FQHCs participating in the dem-
onstration projects and helping such FQHCs 
partner with local departments of child wel-
fare and community mental health centers. 

(5) ADVISORY GROUPS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each recipient of a con-

tract under this subsection shall establish an 
advisory group. Each such advisory group 
shall provide feedback and input to the con-
tract recipient to ensure such recipient’s ef-
fectiveness in providing quality services. 

(B) MEMBERSHIP.—Each such advisory 
group shall be composed of representatives 
of— 

(i) national organizations representing 
community health centers; 

(ii) national professional organizations 
representing professionals from various 
fields, including pediatrics, nursing, psy-
chology, and social work; and 

(iii) government agencies with relevant ex-
pertise, as determined by the Director of the 
National Center for Injury Prevention and 
Control of the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. 

(f) EVALUATION AND REPORTING.— 
(1) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT REPORTING.— 
(A) ANNUAL PROGRESS EVALUATION AND FI-

NANCIAL REPORTING.—For the duration of the 
grant under subsection (a), each FQHC shall 
submit to the Secretary an annual progress 
evaluation and financial reporting indicating 
activities conducted and the progress of the 
health center toward achievement of estab-
lished outcomes, including cost effective-
ness, patient satisfaction, program local ad-
aptation, reduction of child maltreatment 
and injuries, and improvement of parenting 
behaviors and family functioning. 
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(B) FINAL REPORT.—At the end of the grant 

period, each FQHC shall submit a final re-
port with evaluation data analysis and con-
clusions related to the outcomes of the dem-
onstration project. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REPORTING.— 
(A) ANNUAL PROGRESS AND FINANCIAL RE-

PORT.—For the duration of the contract 
under subsection (e), each technical assist-
ance provider shall submit to the Secretary 
an annual progress and financial report indi-
cating activities conducted under such con-
tract. 

(B) FINAL REPORT.—At the end of the con-
tract period, each recipient of a technical as-
sistance contract under subsection (e) shall 
submit to the Secretary a final report that 
includes— 

(i) an analysis of comparative data related 
to effectiveness and feasibility of projects 
implemented at the FQHCs, workforce train-
ing, and achievement of outcomes at the 
FQHCs; 

(ii) overall recommendations for system 
improvement and changes that would allow 
the demonstration projects to be expanded; 

(iii) an outline of the project results; and 
(iv) a plan that outlines opportunities and 

vehicles for the dissemination of cross-site 
evalution results, findings, and recommenda-
tions. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the dem-

onstration project grant program described 
in subsection (a), there are authorized to be 
appropriated $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2010, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of fiscal years 2011 through 2014. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
shall reserve not less than 10 percent of the 
amounts appropriated under paragraph (1) to 
carry out the technical assistance program 
described in subsection (e). 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 208—TO CON-
STITUTE THE MAJORITY PAR-
TY’S MEMBERSHIP ON CERTAIN 
COMMITTEES FOR THE ONE HUN-
DRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS, OR 
UNTIL THEIR SUCCESSORS ARE 
CHOSEN 

Mr. REID submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 208 

Resolved, That the following shall con-
stitute the majority party’s membership on 
the following committee for the One Hun-
dred Eleventh Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen: 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. 
Leahy (Chairman), Mr. Kohl, Mrs. Feinstein, 
Mr. Feingold, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Durbin, Mr. 
Cardin, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. 
Kaufman, Mr. Specter, and Mr. Franken. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 209—RECOG-
NIZING THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE NATIONAL EYE INSTI-
TUTE AND EXPRESSING SUP-
PORT FOR DESIGNATION OF THE 
YEARS 2011 THROUGH 2020 AS 
THE ‘‘DECADE OF VISION’’ 

Mr. ISAKSON (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 209 

Whereas vision impairment and eye disease 
are major public health problems, especially 
due to the aging of the population; 

Whereas there is a disproportionate inci-
dence of eye disease in minority populations; 

Whereas vision loss as a result of diabetes 
and other chronic diseases costs the people 
of the United States $68,000,000,000 each year 
in health care expenses, lost productivity, 
reduced independence, diminished quality of 
life, increased depression, and accelerated 
mortality; 

Whereas approximately 38,000,000 people in 
the United States over 40 years of age cur-
rently experience blindness, low-vision, or an 
age-related eye disease, and this number is 
expected to grow to 50,000,000 by 2020, as the 
tidal wave of approximately 78,000,000 baby 
boomers who will begin to reach 65 years of 
age in 2010, many of whom will continue 
working well beyond age 65, crashes; 

Whereas, in public opinion polls conducted 
during the past 40 years, people in the United 
States have consistently identified fear of vi-
sion loss as second only to fear of cancer, 
and, as recently as 2008, a study by the Na-
tional Eye Institute showed that 71 percent 
of respondents indicated that a loss of eye-
sight would have the greatest impact on 
their life; 

Whereas, with wisdom and foresight, Con-
gress passed an Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide for the establishment of a National Eye 
Institute in the National Institutes of 
Health’’ (Public Law 90–489; 82 Stat. 771), 
which was signed into law by President 
Johnson on August 16, 1968; 

Whereas the National Eye Institute (in 
this resolution referred to as the ‘‘NEI’’) held 
the first meeting of the National Advisory 
Eye Council on April 3, 1969; 

Whereas the NEI leads the Federal com-
mitment to basic and clinical research, re-
search training, and other programs with re-
spect to blinding eye diseases, visual dis-
orders, mechanisms of visual function, pres-
ervation of sight, and the special health 
problems and needs of individuals who are 
visually-impaired or blind; 

Whereas the NEI disseminates information 
aimed at the prevention of blindness, specifi-
cally through public and professional edu-
cation facilitated by the National Eye 
Health Education Program; 

Whereas the NEI maximizes Federal fund-
ing by devoting 85 percent of its budget to 
extramural research that addresses a wide 
variety of eye and vision disorders, including 
‘‘back of the eye’’ retinal and optic nerve 
disease, such as age-related macular degen-
eration, glaucoma, and diabetic retinopathy, 
and concomitant low vision, and ‘‘front of 
the eye’’ disease, including corneal, lens, 
cataract, and refractive errors; 

Whereas research by the NEI benefits chil-
dren, including premature infants born with 
retinopathy and school children with ambly-
opia (commonly known as ‘‘lazy eye’’); 

Whereas the NEI benefits older people in 
the United States by predicting, preventing, 
and preempting aging eye disease, thereby 
enabling more productive lives and reducing 
Medicare costs; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in basic 
research, working with the Human Genome 
Project of the National Institutes of Health 
to translate discoveries of genes related to 
eye disease and vision impairment, which 
make up 1⁄4 of genes discovered to date, into 
diagnostic and treatment modalities; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in clin-
ical research, funding more than 60 clinical 
trials (including a series of Diabetic Retinop-
athy Clinical Trials Networks, in association 
with the National Institute for Diabetes and 

Digestive and Kidney Disorders) which have 
developed treatment strategies that have 
been determined by the NEI to be 90 percent 
effective and to save an estimated 
$1,600,000,000 each year in blindness and vi-
sion impairment disability costs; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in pre-
vention research, having reported from the 
first phase of its Age-Related Eye Disease 
Study that high levels of dietary zinc and 
anti-oxidant vitamins reduced vision loss in 
individuals at high risk for developing ad-
vanced age-related macular degeneration by 
25 percent, and, in the second phase of Age- 
Related Eye Disease Study, studying the im-
pact of other nutritional supplements; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in epi-
demiologic research, identifying the basis 
and progression of eye disease and the dis-
proportionate incidence of eye disease in mi-
nority populations, so that informed public 
health policy decisions can be made regard-
ing prevention, early diagnosis, and treat-
ment; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research across the National In-
stitutes of Health, working with the Na-
tional Cancer Institute and the National 
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute to identify 
factors that promote or inhibit new blood 
vessel growth, which has resulted in the first 
generation of ophthalmic drugs approved by 
the Food and Drug Administration to inhibit 
abnormal blood vessel growth in the form of 
age-related macular degeneration commonly 
known as the ‘‘wet’’ form of age-related 
macular degeneration, thereby stabilizing, 
and often restoring, vision; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research with other Federal enti-
ties, and its bioengineering research partner-
ship with the National Science Foundation 
and the Department of Energy has resulted 
in a retinal chip implant, referred to as the 
‘‘Bionic Eye’’, that has enabled individuals 
who have been blind for decades to perceive 
visual images; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research with private funding en-
tities, and its human gene therapy trial with 
the Foundation Fighting Blindness for indi-
viduals with Leber Congenital Amaurosis, a 
rapid retinal degeneration that blinds in-
fants in their first year of life, has dem-
onstrated measurable vision improvement 
even within the initial safety trials; 

Whereas, from 2011 through 2020, the people 
of the United States will face unprecedented 
public health challenges associated with 
aging, health disparities, and chronic dis-
ease; and 

Whereas Federal support by the NEI and 
related agencies within the Department of 
Health and Human Services is essential for 
prevention, early detection, access to treat-
ment and rehabilitation, and research associ-
ated with vision impairment and eye disease: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the 40th anniversary of the 

NEI, commends the NEI for its leadership, 
and supports the mission of the NEI to pre-
vent blindness and to save and restore vi-
sion; 

(2) supports the designation of the years 
2011 through 2020 as the ‘‘Decade of Vision’’, 
to— 

(A) maintain a sustained awareness of the 
unprecedented public health challenges asso-
ciated with vision impairment and eye dis-
ease; and 

(B) emphasize the need for Federal support 
for prevention, early detection, access to 
treatment and rehabilitation, and research; 
and 

(3) commends the National Alliance for 
Eye and Vision Research, also known as the 
‘‘Friends of the National Eye Institute’’, for 
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its efforts to expand awareness of the inci-
dence and economic burden of eye disease 
through its Decade of Vision 2011–2020 Initia-
tive. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 1371. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and 
Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, making 
appropriations for the Department of Home-
land Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes. 

SA 1372. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1373. Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for him-
self, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2892, 
supra. 

SA 1374. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1375. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1376. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1377. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1378. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1379. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1380. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1381. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1382. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1383. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1384. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 

(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1385. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1386. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1387. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1388. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1389. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1390. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1391. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1392. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1393. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1394. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1395. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1396. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1397. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1398. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1399. Mr. DEMINT proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 

REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, 
and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, 
supra. 

SA 1400. Mr. MCCAIN proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, 
and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, 
supra. 

SA 1401. Mr. ROCKEFELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1402. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 1373 
proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for him-
self, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the 
bill H.R. 2892, supra. 

SA 1403. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1404. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1375 submitted by Mr. VITTER and in-
tended to be proposed to the amendment SA 
1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to 
the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1405. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1406. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD 
(for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1407. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1371 submitted by Mr. SESSIONS to the 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and 
Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1408. Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
ENZI) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 1373 proposed 
by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 
2892, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1409. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1410. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 1411. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and 
Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 1371. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7201 July 7, 2009 
On page 72, strike lines 8 through 14 and in-

sert the following: 
SEC. 545. Section 144 of the Continuing Ap-

propriations Resolution, 2009 (division A of 
Public Law 110-329; 122 Stat. 3581), as amend-
ed by section 101 of division J of the Omnibus 
Approprations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111–8; 
123 Stat. 988), is further amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2012’’. 

SEC. 546. Section 401(b) of the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘Unless’’ and all that follows. 

SEC. 547. The head of each agency or de-
partment of the United States that enters 
into a contract shall require, as a condition 
of the contract, that the contractor partici-
pate in the pilot program described in 404 of 
the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (division C 
of Public Law 104–209; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) to 
verify the employment eligibility of— 

(1) all individuals hired during the term of 
the contract by the contractor to perform 
employment duties within the United States; 
and 

(2) all individuals assigned by the con-
tractor to perform work within the United 
States the under such contract. 

SEC. 548. (a)(1) Sections 401(c)(1), 403(a), 
403(b)(1), 403(c)(1), and 405(b)(2) of the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) are amended by 
striking ‘‘basic pilot program’’ each place 
that term appears and inserting ‘‘E-Verify 
Program’’. 

(2) The heading of section 403(a) of the Ille-
gal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘BASIC PILOT’’ and inserting ‘‘E-VERIFY’’. 

(b) Section 404(h)(1) of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigration Responsibility 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘under a pilot 
program’’ and inserting ‘‘under this sub-
title’’. 

SA 1372. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 72, strike lines 8 through 14 and in-
sert the following: 

SEC. 545. Section 144 of the Continuing Ap-
propriations Resolution, 2009 (division A of 
Public Law 110–329; 122 Stat. 3581), as amend-
ed by section 101 of division J of the Omnibus 
Approprations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111–8; 
123 Stat. 988), is further amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2012’’. 

SEC. 546. Section 143 of the Continuing Ap-
propriations Resolution, 2009 (division A of 
Public Law 110–329; 122 Stat. 3580), as amend-
ed by section 101 of division J of the Omnibus 
Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111–8; 
123 Stat. 988), is amended by striking ‘‘shall’’ 
and all that follows through the end and in-
serting ‘‘is further amended by striking ‘11- 
year’ and inserting ‘17-year’.’’. 

SA 1373. Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY)) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 2892, making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2010, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
That the following sums are appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND 

OPERATIONS 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE 

MANAGEMENT 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Secretary of Homeland Security, as author-
ized by section 102 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 112), and executive man-
agement of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, as authorized by law, $149,268,000: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $60,000 shall be for 
official reception and representation ex-
penses, of which $20,000 shall be made avail-
able to the Office of Policy solely to host 
Visa Waiver Program negotiations in Wash-
ington, DC: Provided further, That $20,000,000 
shall not be available for obligation for the 
Office of Policy until the Secretary submits 
an expenditure plan for the Office of Policy 
for fiscal year 2010. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
MANAGEMENT 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Under Secretary for Management, as author-
ized by sections 701 through 705 of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 
through 345), $307,690,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $3,000 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses: Provided, That of 
the total amount, $5,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended solely for the alter-
ation and improvement of facilities, tenant 
improvements, and relocation costs to con-
solidate Department headquarters oper-
ations at the Nebraska Avenue Complex; and 
$17,131,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for the Human Resources Informa-
tion Technology program. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Financial Officer, as authorized by sec-
tion 103 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(6 U.S.C. 113), $63,530,000, of which $11,000,000 
shall remain available until expended for fi-
nancial systems consolidation efforts. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Information Officer, as authorized by 
section 103 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 113), and Department-wide 
technology investments, $338,393,000; of 
which $86,912,000 shall be available for sala-
ries and expenses; and of which $251,481,000, 
to remain available until expended, shall be 
available for development and acquisition of 
information technology equipment, soft-
ware, services, and related activities for the 
Department of Homeland Security: Provided, 
That of the total amount appropriated, not 
less than $82,788,000 shall be available for 
data center development, of which not less 
than $38,540,145 shall be available for power 
capabilities upgrades at Data Center One 
(National Center for Critical Information 
Processing and Storage): Provided further, 
That the Chief Information Officer shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives, 
not more than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, an expenditure plan for 
all information technology acquisition 
projects that: (1) are funded under this head-
ing; or (2) are funded by multiple compo-
nents of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity through reimbursable agreements: Pro-
vided further, That key milestones, all fund-

ing sources for each project, details of an-
nual and lifecycle costs, and projected cost 
savings or cost avoidance to be achieved by 
the project. 

ANALYSIS AND OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses for intelligence 

analysis and operations coordination activi-
ties, as authorized by title II of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 121 et 
seq.), $347,845,000, of which not to exceed 
$5,000 shall be for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; and of which 
$208,145,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2011. 

OFFICE OF THE FEDERAL COORDINATOR FOR 
GULF COAST REBUILDING 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuild-
ing, $2,000,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.), $115,874,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $150,000 may be used for certain con-
fidential operational expenses, including the 
payment of informants, to be expended at 
the direction of the Inspector General. 

TITLE II 
SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT, AND 

INVESTIGATIONS 
U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for enforcement of 

laws relating to border security, immigra-
tion, customs, agricultural inspections and 
regulatory activities related to plant and 
animal imports, and transportation of unac-
companied minor aliens; purchase and lease 
of up to 4,500 (4,000 for replacement only) po-
lice-type vehicles; and contracting with indi-
viduals for personal services abroad; 
$8,075,649,000, of which $3,226,000 shall be de-
rived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust 
Fund for administrative expenses related to 
the collection of the Harbor Maintenance 
Fee pursuant to section 9505(c)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 
9505(c)(3)) and notwithstanding section 
1511(e)(1) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 551(e)(1)); of which not to ex-
ceed $45,000 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses; of which not less 
than $309,629,000 shall be for Air and Marine 
Operations; of which such sums as become 
available in the Customs User Fee Account, 
except sums subject to section 13031(f)(3) of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(f)(3)), shall be 
derived from that account; of which not to 
exceed $150,000 shall be available for payment 
for rental space in connection with 
preclearance operations; and of which not to 
exceed $1,000,000 shall be for awards of com-
pensation to informants, to be accounted for 
solely under the certificate of the Secretary 
of Homeland Security: Provided, That for fis-
cal year 2010, the overtime limitation pre-
scribed in section 5(c)(1) of the Act of Feb-
ruary 13, 1911 (19 U.S.C. 267(c)(1)) shall be 
$35,000; and notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be available to compensate 
any employee of U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection for overtime, from whatever 
source, in an amount that exceeds such limi-
tation, except in individual cases determined 
by the Secretary of Homeland Security, or 
the designee of the Secretary, to be nec-
essary for national security purposes, to pre-
vent excessive costs, or in cases of immigra-
tion emergencies: Provided further, That of 
the total amount provided, $1,700,000 shall re-
main available until September 30, 2011, for 
the Global Advanced Passenger Information/ 
Passenger Name Record Program. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7202 July 7, 2009 
AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION 

For expenses for U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection automated systems, $462,445,000, 
to remain available until expended, of which 
not less than $267,960,000 shall be for the de-
velopment of the Automated Commercial 
Environment: Provided, That of the total 
amount made available under this heading, 
$167,960,000 may not be obligated for the 
Automated Commercial Environment pro-
gram until 30 days after the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives receive a report on the re-
sults to date and plans for the program from 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
BORDER SECURITY FENCING, INFRASTRUCTURE, 

AND TECHNOLOGY 
For expenses for border security fencing, 

infrastructure, and technology, $800,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of the amount provided under this 
heading, $50,000,000 shall not be obligated 
until the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
receive a plan for expenditure, prepared by 
the Secretary of Homeland Security and sub-
mitted not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, for a program 
to establish and maintain a security barrier 
along the borders of the United States of 
fencing and vehicle barriers, where prac-
ticable, and other forms of tactical infra-
structure and technology. 

AIR AND MARINE INTERDICTION, OPERATIONS, 
MAINTENANCE, AND PROCUREMENT 

For necessary expenses for the operations, 
maintenance, and procurement of marine 
vessels, aircraft, unmanned aerial systems, 
and other related equipment of the air and 
marine program, including operational 
training and mission-related travel, the op-
erations of which include the following: the 
interdiction of narcotics and other goods; 
the provision of support to Federal, State, 
and local agencies in the enforcement or ad-
ministration of laws enforced by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security; and at the dis-
cretion of the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, the provision of assistance to Federal, 
State, and local agencies in other law en-
forcement and emergency humanitarian ef-
forts, $515,826,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That no aircraft or other 
related equipment, with the exception of air-
craft that are one of a kind and have been 
identified as excess to U.S. Customs and Bor-
der Protection requirements and aircraft 
that have been damaged beyond repair, shall 
be transferred to any other Federal agency, 
department, or office outside of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security during fiscal 
year 2010 without the prior approval of the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

CONSTRUCTION AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 
For necessary expenses to plan, construct, 

renovate, equip, and maintain buildings and 
facilities necessary for the administration 
and enforcement of the laws relating to cus-
toms and immigration, $316,070,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which 
$39,700,000 shall be for the Advanced Training 
Center: Provided, That for fiscal year 2011 
and thereafter, the annual budget submis-
sion of U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
for ‘‘Construction and Facilities Manage-
ment’’ shall, in consultation with the Gen-
eral Services Administration, include a de-
tailed 5-year plan for all Federal land border 
port of entry projects with a yearly update 
of total projected future funding needs. 

U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS 
ENFORCEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for enforcement of 

immigration and customs laws, detention 

and removals, and investigations; and pur-
chase and lease of up to 3,790 (2,350 for re-
placement only) police-type vehicles; 
$5,360,100,000, of which not to exceed $7,500,000 
shall be available until expended for con-
ducting special operations under section 3131 
of the Customs Enforcement Act of 1986 (19 
U.S.C. 2081); of which not to exceed $15,000 
shall be for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; of which not to exceed 
$1,000,000 shall be for awards of compensation 
to informants, to be accounted for solely 
under the certificate of the Secretary of 
Homeland Security; of which not less than 
$305,000 shall be for promotion of public 
awareness of the child pornography tipline 
and anti-child exploitation activities; of 
which not less than $5,400,000 shall be used to 
facilitate agreements consistent with sec-
tion 287(g) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1357(g)); and of which not 
to exceed $11,216,000 shall be available to 
fund or reimburse other Federal agencies for 
the costs associated with the care, mainte-
nance, and repatriation of smuggled aliens 
unlawfully present in the United States: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds made available 
under this heading shall be available to com-
pensate any employee for overtime in an an-
nual amount in excess of $35,000, except that 
the Secretary, or the designee of the Sec-
retary, may waive that amount as necessary 
for national security purposes and in cases of 
immigration emergencies: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided, $15,770,000 
shall be for activities in fiscal year 2010 to 
enforce laws against forced child labor, of 
which not to exceed $6,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended: Provided further, 
That of the total amount available, not less 
than $1,000,000,000 shall be available to iden-
tify aliens convicted of a crime, and who 
may be deportable, and to remove them from 
the United States once they are judged de-
portable: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary, or the designee of the Secretary, 
shall report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, at least quarterly, on 
progress implementing the preceding pro-
viso, and the funds obligated during that 
quarter to make that progress: Provided fur-
ther, That funding made available under this 
heading shall maintain a level of not less 
than 33,400 detention beds through Sep-
tember 30, 2010: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided, not less than 
$2,539,180,000 is for detention and removal op-
erations, including transportation of unac-
companied minor aliens: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided, $6,800,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2011, for the Visa Security Program: Provided 
further, That nothing under this heading 
shall prevent U.S. Immigation and Customs 
Enforcement from exercising those authori-
ties provided under immigration laws (as de-
fined in section 101(a)(17) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(17))) 
during priority operations pertaining to 
aliens convicted of a crime. 

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION 

For expenses of immigration and customs 
enforcement automated systems, $85,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of the funds made available under this 
heading, $10,000,000 shall not be obligated 
until the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
receive an expenditure plan prepared by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

AVIATION SECURITY 

For necessary expenses of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration related to 
providing civil aviation security services 

pursuant to the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act (Public Law 107–71; 115 Stat. 
597; 49 U.S.C. 40101 note), $5,237,828,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2011, of 
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses: 
Provided, That of the total amount made 
available under this heading, not to exceed 
$4,395,195,000 shall be for screening oper-
ations, of which $1,154,775,000 shall be avail-
able for explosives detection systems; and 
not to exceed $842,633,000 shall be for avia-
tion security direction and enforcement: Pro-
vided further, That of the amount made avail-
able in the preceding proviso for explosives 
detection systems, $806,669,000 shall be avail-
able for the purchase and installation of 
these systems, of which not less than 28 per-
cent shall be available for the purchase and 
installation of certified explosives detection 
systems at medium- and small-sized airports: 
Provided further, That any award to deploy 
explosives detection systems shall be based 
on risk, the airports current reliance on 
other screening solutions, lobby congestion 
resulting in increased security concerns, 
high injury rates, airport readiness, and in-
creased cost effectiveness: Provided further, 
That security service fees authorized under 
section 44940 of title 49, United States Code, 
shall be credited to this appropriation as off-
setting collections and shall be available 
only for aviation security: Provided further, 
That any funds collected and made available 
from aviation security fees pursuant to sec-
tion 44940(i) of title 49, United States Code, 
may, notwithstanding paragraph (4) of such 
section 44940(i), be expended for the purpose 
of improving screening at airport screening 
checkpoints, which may include the pur-
chase and utilization of emerging technology 
equipment; the refurbishment and replace-
ment of current equipment; the installation 
of surveillance systems to monitor check-
point activities; the modification of check-
point infrastructure to support checkpoint 
reconfigurations; and the creation of addi-
tional checkpoints to screen aviation pas-
sengers and airport personnel: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum appropriated under this 
heading from the general fund shall be re-
duced on a dollar-for-dollar basis as such off-
setting collections are received during fiscal 
year 2010, so as to result in a final fiscal year 
appropriation from the general fund esti-
mated at not more than $3,137,828,000: Pro-
vided further, That any security service fees 
collected in excess of the amount made 
available under this heading shall become 
available during fiscal year 2011: Provided 
further, That Members of the United States 
House of Representatives and United States 
Senate, including the leadership; the heads 
of Federal agencies and commissions, includ-
ing the Secretary, Deputy Secretary, Under 
Secretaries, and Assistant Secretaries of the 
Department of Homeland Security; the 
United States Attorney General and Assist-
ant Attorneys General and the United States 
attorneys; and senior members of the Execu-
tive Office of the President, including the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget; shall not be exempt from Federal 
passenger and baggage screening. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 
For necessary expenses of the Transpor-

tation Security Administration related to 
providing surface transportation security ac-
tivities, $142,616,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2011. 

TRANSPORTATION THREAT ASSESSMENT AND 
CREDENTIALING 

For necessary expenses for the develop-
ment and implementation of screening pro-
grams of the Office of Transportation Threat 
Assessment and Credentialing, $171,999,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 2011. 
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TRANSPORTATION SECURITY SUPPORT 

For necessary expenses of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration related to 
providing transportation security support 
and intelligence pursuant to the Aviation 
and Transportation Security Act (Public 
Law 107–71; 115 Stat. 597; 49 U.S.C. 40101 
note), $999,580,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2011: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading, 
$20,000,000 may not be obligated for head-
quarters administration until the Secretary 
of Homeland Security submits to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives detailed ex-
penditure plans for air cargo security, and 
for checkpoint support and explosives detec-
tion systems refurbishment, procurement, 
and installations on an airport-by-airport 
basis for fiscal year 2010: Provided further, 
That these plans shall be submitted no later 
than 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHALS 
For necessary expenses of the Federal Air 

Marshals, $860,111,000. 
COAST GUARD 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for the operation 

and maintenance of the Coast Guard, not 
otherwise provided for; purchase or lease of 
not to exceed 25 passenger motor vehicles, 
which shall be for replacement only; for pur-
chase or lease of small boats for contingent 
and emergent requirements (at a unit cost of 
no more than $700,000) and for repairs and 
service-life replacements, not to exceed a 
total of $26,000,000; minor shore construction 
projects not exceeding $1,000,000 in total cost 
at any location; payments pursuant to sec-
tion 156 of Public Law 97–377 (42 U.S.C. 402 
note; 96 Stat. 1920); and recreation and wel-
fare; $6,838,291,000, of which $581,503,000 shall 
be for defense-related activities, $241,503,000 
of which are designated as being for overseas 
deployments and other activities pursuant to 
sections 401(c)(4) and 423(a)(1) of S. Con. Res. 
13 (111th Congress), the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2010; of 
which $24,500,000 shall be derived from the 
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to carry out 
the purposes of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil 
Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2712(a)(5)); of 
which not to exceed $20,000 shall be for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses; 
and of which $3,600,000 shall be available 
until expended for the cost of repairing, re-
habilitating, altering, modifying, and mak-
ing improvements, including customized ten-
ant improvements, to any replacement or ex-
panded Operations Systems Center facility: 
Provided, That none of the funds made avail-
able by this or any other Act shall be avail-
able for administrative expenses in connec-
tion with shipping commissioners in the 
United States: Provided further, That none of 
the funds made available by this Act shall be 
for expenses incurred for recreational vessels 
under section 12114 of title 46, United States 
Code, except to the extent fees are collected 
from yacht owners and credited to this ap-
propriation: Provided further, That the Coast 
Guard shall comply with the requirements of 
section 527 of Public Law 108–136 with respect 
to the Coast Guard Academy: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, $30,000,000 is withheld from obliga-
tion from Headquarters Directorates until 
the second quarter acquisition report re-
quired by Public Law 108–7 and the fiscal 
year 2008 joint explanatory statement ac-
companying Public Law 110–161 is received 
by the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND 
RESTORATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
environmental compliance and restoration 

functions of the Coast Guard under chapter 
19 of title 14, United States Code, $13,198,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

RESERVE TRAINING 
For necessary expenses of the Coast Guard 

Reserve, as authorized by law; operations 
and maintenance of the reserve program; 
personnel and training costs; and equipment 
and services; $133,632,000. 

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND 
IMPROVEMENTS 

For necessary expenses of acquisition, con-
struction, renovation, and improvement of 
aids to navigation, shore facilities, vessels, 
and aircraft, including equipment related 
thereto; and maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease and operation of facilities and equip-
ment, as authorized by law; $1,597,580,000, of 
which $20,000,000 shall be derived from the 
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to carry out 
the purposes of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil 
Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2712(a)(5)); of 
which $123,000,000 shall be available until 
September 30, 2014, to acquire, repair, ren-
ovate, or improve vessels, small boats, and 
related equipment; of which $147,500,000 shall 
be available until September 30, 2012, for 
other equipment; of which $27,100,000 shall be 
available until September 30, 2012, for shore 
facilities and aids to navigation facilities, 
including not less than $300,000 for the Coast 
Guard Academy Pier and not less than 
$16,800,000 for Coast Guard Station Cleveland 
Harbor; of which $105,200,000 shall be avail-
able for personnel compensation and benefits 
and related costs; and of which $1,194,780,000 
shall be available until September 30, 2014, 
for the Integrated Deepwater Systems pro-
gram: Provided, That of the funds made 
available for the Integrated Deepwater Sys-
tems program, $305,500,000 is for aircraft and 
$734,680,000 is for surface ships: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall submit to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, in conjunction with the 
President’s fiscal year 2011 budget, a review 
of the Revised Deepwater Implementation 
Plan that identifies any changes to the plan 
for the fiscal year; an annual performance 
comparison of Integrated Deepwater Sys-
tems program assets to pre-Deepwater leg-
acy assets; a status report of legacy assets; a 
detailed explanation of how the costs of leg-
acy assets are being accounted for within the 
Integrated Deepwater Systems program; and 
the earned value management system gold 
card data for each Integrated Deepwater Sys-
tems program asset: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a comprehensive 
review of the Revised Deepwater Implemen-
tation Plan every 5 years, beginning in fiscal 
year 2011, that includes a complete projec-
tion of the acquisition costs and schedule for 
the duration of the plan through fiscal year 
2027: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall annually submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, at the time that the 
President’s budget is submitted under sec-
tion 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code, a 
future-years capital investment plan for the 
Coast Guard that identifies for each capital 
budget line item— 

(1) the proposed appropriation included in 
that budget; 

(2) the total estimated cost of completion; 
(3) projected funding levels for each fiscal 

year for the next 5 fiscal years or until 
project completion, whichever is earlier; 

(4) an estimated completion date at the 
projected funding levels; and 

(5) changes, if any, in the total estimated 
cost of completion or estimated completion 
date from previous future-years capital in-

vestment plans submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall en-
sure that amounts specified in the future- 
years capital investment plan are consistent 
to the maximum extent practicable with 
proposed appropriations necessary to support 
the programs, projects, and activities of the 
Coast Guard in the President’s budget as 
submitted under section 1105(a) of title 31, 
United States Code, for that fiscal year: Pro-
vided further, That any inconsistencies be-
tween the capital investment plan and pro-
posed appropriations shall be identified and 
justified: Provided further, That subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 6402 of the U.S. Troop 
Readiness, Veterans’ Care, Katrina Recov-
ery, and Iraq Accountability Appropriations 
Act, 2007 (Public Law 110–28) shall apply to 
fiscal year 2010. 

ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
For necessary expenses for alteration or 

removal of obstructive bridges, as authorized 
by section 6 of the Truman-Hobbs Act (33 
U.S.C. 516), $4,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That of the 
amounts made available under this heading, 
$4,000,000 shall be for the Fort Madison 
Bridge in Fort Madison, Iowa. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

For necessary expenses for applied sci-
entific research, development, test, and eval-
uation; and for maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease, and operation of facilities and equip-
ment; as authorized by law; $29,745,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which 
$500,000 shall be derived from the Oil Spill Li-
ability Trust Fund to carry out the purposes 
of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil Pollution Act 
of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2712(a)(5)): Provided, That 
there may be credited to and used for the 
purposes of this appropriation funds received 
from State and local governments, other 
public authorities, private sources, and for-
eign countries for expenses incurred for re-
search, development, testing, and evalua-
tion. 

RETIRED PAY 
For retired pay, including the payment of 

obligations otherwise chargeable to lapsed 
appropriations for this purpose, payments 
under the Retired Serviceman’s Family Pro-
tection and Survivor Benefits Plans, pay-
ment for career status bonuses, concurrent 
receipts and combat-related special com-
pensation under the National Defense Au-
thorization Act, and payments for medical 
care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under chapter 55 of title 10, United 
States Code, $1,361,245,000, to remain avail-
able until expended. 

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Secret Service, including purchase of 
not to exceed 652 vehicles for police-type use, 
of which 652 shall be for replacement only, 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; pur-
chase of motorcycles made in the United 
States; hire of aircraft; services of expert 
witnesses at such rates as may be deter-
mined by the Director of the Secret Service; 
rental of buildings in the District of Colum-
bia, and fencing, lighting, guard booths, and 
other facilities on private or other property 
not in Government ownership or control, as 
may be necessary to perform protective 
functions; payment of per diem or subsist-
ence allowances to employees where a pro-
tective assignment during the actual day or 
days of the visit of a protectee requires an 
employee to work 16 hours per day or to re-
main overnight at a post of duty; conduct of 
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and participation in firearms matches; pres-
entation of awards; travel of United States 
Secret Service employees on protective mis-
sions without regard to the limitations on 
such expenditures in this or any other Act if 
approval is obtained in advance from the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives; research 
and development; grants to conduct behav-
ioral research in support of protective re-
search and operations; and payment in ad-
vance for commercial accommodations as 
may be necessary to perform protective 
functions; $1,482,709,000; of which not to ex-
ceed $25,000 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses; of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 shall be to provide technical as-
sistance and equipment to foreign law en-
forcement organizations in counterfeit in-
vestigations; of which $2,366,000 shall be for 
forensic and related support of investiga-
tions of missing and exploited children; and 
of which $6,000,000 shall be for a grant for ac-
tivities related to the investigations of miss-
ing and exploited children and shall remain 
available until expended: Provided, That up 
to $18,000,000 provided for protective travel 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2011: Provided further, That up to $1,000,000 for 
National Special Security Events shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That the United States Secret Service 
is authorized to obligate funds in anticipa-
tion of reimbursements from Federal agen-
cies and entities, as defined in section 105 of 
title 5, United States Code, receiving train-
ing sponsored by the James J. Rowley Train-
ing Center, except that total obligations at 
the end of the fiscal year shall not exceed 
total budgetary resources available under 
this heading at the end of the fiscal year: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading shall be avail-
able to compensate any employee for over-
time in an annual amount in excess of 
$35,000, except that the Secretary of Home-
land Security, or the designee of the Sec-
retary, may waive that amount as necessary 
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated to 
the United States Secret Service by this Act 
or by previous appropriations Acts may be 
made available for the protection of the head 
of a Federal agency other than the Secretary 
of Homeland Security: Provided further, That 
the Director of the United States Secret 
Service may enter into an agreement to per-
form such service on a fully reimbursable 
basis: Provided further, That the United 
States Secret Service shall open an inter-
national field office in Tallinn, Estonia to 
combat electronic crimes with funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 
110–329: Provided further, That $4,040,000 shall 
not be made available for obligation until 
enactment into law of authorizing legisla-
tion that incorporates the authorities of the 
United States Secret Service Uniformed Di-
vision into the United States Code, including 
restructuring the United States Secret Serv-
ice Uniformed Division’s pay chart. 

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS, 
AND RELATED EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for acquisition, 
construction, repair, alteration, and im-
provement of facilities, $3,975,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

TITLE III 
PROTECTION, PREPAREDNESS, 

RESPONSE, AND RECOVERY 
NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PROGRAMS 

DIRECTORATE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For salaries and expenses of the Office of 
the Under Secretary for the National Protec-
tion and Programs Directorate, support for 

operations, information technology, and the 
Office of Risk Management and Analysis, 
$44,577,000: Provided, That not to exceed $5,000 
shall be for official reception and representa-
tion expenses. 

INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION AND 
INFORMATION SECURITY 

For necessary expenses for infrastructure 
protection and information security pro-
grams and activities, as authorized by title 
II of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 121 et seq.), $901,416,000, of which 
$760,755,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2011: Provided, That of the total 
amount provided, $20,000,000 is for necessary 
expenses of the National Infrastructure Sim-
ulation and Analysis Center. 

UNITED STATES VISITOR AND IMMIGRANT 
STATUS INDICATOR TECHNOLOGY 

For necessary expenses for the develop-
ment of the United States Visitor and Immi-
grant Status Indicator Technology project, 
as authorized by section 110 of the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1365a), $378,194,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of the total amount made available 
under this heading, $75,000,000 may not be ob-
ligated for the United States Visitor and Im-
migrant Status Indicator Technology project 
until the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
receive a plan for expenditure prepared by 
the Secretary of Homeland Security not 
later than 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act: Provided further, That not 
less than $28,000,000 of unobligated balances 
of prior year appropriations shall remain 
available and be obligated solely for imple-
mentation of a biometric air exit capability. 

FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE 
The revenues and collections of security 

fees credited to this account shall be avail-
able until expended for necessary expenses 
related to the protection of federally-owned 
and leased buildings and for the operations 
of the Federal Protective Service: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Homeland Security 
and the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall certify in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives no 
later than December 31, 2009, that the oper-
ations of the Federal Protective Service will 
be fully funded in fiscal year 2010 through 
revenues and collection of security fees, and 
shall adjust the fees to ensure fee collections 
are sufficient to ensure that the Federal Pro-
tective Service maintains not fewer than 
1,200 full-time equivalent staff and 900 full- 
time equivalent Police Officers, Inspectors, 
Area Commanders, and Special Agents who, 
while working, are directly engaged on a 
daily basis protecting and enforcing laws at 
Federal buildings (referred to as ‘‘in-service 
field staff’’). 

OFFICE OF HEALTH AFFAIRS 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

Health Affairs, $135,000,000, of which 
$30,411,000 is for salaries and expenses; and of 
which $104,589,000 is to remain available until 
September 30, 2011, for biosurveillance, 
BioWatch, medical readiness planning, 
chemical response, and other activities: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $3,000 shall be for 
official reception and representation ex-
penses. 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses for management 

and administration of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, $859,700,000, in-
cluding activities authorized by the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et 
seq.), the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 

and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5121 et seq.), the Cerro Grande Fire Assist-
ance Act of 2000 (division C, title I, 114 Stat. 
583), the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et 
seq.), sections 107 and 303 of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 404, 405), Reorga-
nization Plan No. 3 of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
101 et seq.), and the Post-Katrina Emergency 
Management Reform Act of 2006 (Public Law 
109–295; 120 Stat. 1394): Provided, That not to 
exceed $3,000 shall be for official reception 
and representation expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That the President’s budget submitted 
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, shall be detailed by office for 
the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy: Provided further, That of the total 
amount made available under this heading, 
$32,500,000 shall be for the Urban Search and 
Rescue Response System, of which not to ex-
ceed $1,600,000 may be made available for ad-
ministrative costs; and $6,995,000 shall be for 
the Office of National Capital Region Coordi-
nation: Provided further, That for purposes of 
planning, coordination, execution, and deci-
sion-making related to mass evacuation dur-
ing a disaster, the Governors of the State of 
West Virginia and the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, or their designees, shall be in-
corporated into efforts to integrate the ac-
tivities of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments in the National Capital Region, as de-
fined in section 882 of Public Law 107–296, the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002. 

STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other activities, $3,067,200,000 
shall be allocated as follows: 

(1) $950,000,000 shall be for the State Home-
land Security Grant Program under section 
2004 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 605): Provided, That of the amount 
provided by this paragraph, $60,000,000 shall 
be for Operation Stonegarden. 

(2) $887,000,000 shall be for the Urban Area 
Security Initiative under section 2003 of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 604), 
of which, notwithstanding subsection (c)(1) 
of such section, $20,000,000 shall be for grants 
to organizations (as described under section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax section 501(a) of such 
code) determined by the Secretary of Home-
land Security to be at high risk of a terrorist 
attack. 

(3) $35,000,000 shall be for Regional Cata-
strophic Preparedness Grants. 

(4) $40,000,000 shall be for the Metropolitan 
Medical Response System under section 635 
of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management 
Reform Act of 2006 (6 U.S.C. 723). 

(5) $15,000,000 shall be for the Citizen Corps 
Program. 

(6) $356,000,000 shall be for Public Transpor-
tation Security Assistance, Railroad Secu-
rity Assistance, and Over-the-Road Bus Se-
curity Assistance under sections 1406, 1513, 
and 1532 of the Implementing Recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110–53; 6 U.S.C. 1135, 1163, and 
1182), of which not less than $25,000,000 shall 
be for Amtrak security, and not less than 
$6,000,000 shall be for Over-the-Road Bus Se-
curity Assistance. 

(7) $350,000,000 shall be for Port Security 
Grants in accordance with 46 U.S.C. 70107. 

(8) $50,000,000 shall be for Buffer Zone Pro-
tection Program Grants. 

(9) $50,000,000 shall be for Driver’s License 
Security Grants Program, pursuant to sec-
tion 204(a) of the REAL ID Act of 2005 (divi-
sion B of Public Law 109–13). 
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(10) $50,000,000 shall be for the Interoper-

able Emergency Communications Grant Pro-
gram under section 1809 of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 579). 

(11) $20,000,000 shall be for grants for Emer-
gency Operations Centers under section 614 
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5196c), 
of which no less than $1,500,000 shall be for 
the Ohio Emergency Management Agency 
Emergency Operations Center, Columbus, 
Ohio; no less than $1,000,000 shall be for the 
City of Chicago Emergency Operations Cen-
ter, Chicago, Illinois; no less than $600,000 
shall be for the Ames Emergency Operations 
Center, Ames, Iowa; no less than $353,000 
shall be for the County of Union Emergency 
Operations Center, Union County, New Jer-
sey; no less than $300,000 shall be for the City 
of Hackensack Emergency Operations Cen-
ter, Hackensack, New Jersey; no less than 
$247,000 shall be for the Township of South 
Orange Village Emergency Operations Cen-
ter, South Orange, New Jersey; no less than 
$1,000,000 shall be for the City of Mount 
Vernon Emergency Operations Center, 
Mount Vernon, New York; no less than 
$900,000 shall be for the City of Whitefish 
Emergency Operations Center, Whitefish, 
Montana; no less than $1,000,000 shall be for 
the Lincoln County Emergency Operations 
Center, Lincoln County, Washington; no less 
than $980,000 shall be for the City of Provi-
dence Emergency Operations Center, Provi-
dence, Rhode Island; no less than $980,000 for 
the North Louisiana Regional Emergency 
Operations Center, Lincoln Parish, Lou-
isiana; and no less than $900,000 for the City 
of North Little Rock Emergency Operations 
Center, North Little Rock, Arkansas. 

(12) $264,200,000 shall be for training, exer-
cises, technical assistance, and other pro-
grams, of which— 

(A) $164,500,000 is for purposes of training in 
accordance with section 1204 of the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1102), of which 
$62,500,000 shall be for the Center for Domes-
tic Preparedness; $23,000,000 shall be for the 
National Energetic Materials Research and 
Testing Center, New Mexico Institute of 
Mining and Technology; $23,000,000 shall be 
for the National Center for Biomedical Re-
search and Training, Louisiana State Uni-
versity; $23,000,000 shall be for the National 
Emergency Response and Rescue Training 
Center, Texas A&M University; $23,000,000 
shall be for the National Exercise, Test, and 
Training Center, Nevada Test Site; $5,000,000 
shall be for the Transportation Technology 
Center, Incorporated, in Pueblo, Colorado; 
and $5,000,000 shall be for the Natural Dis-
aster Preparedness Training Center, Univer-
sity of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii; and 

(B) $1,700,000 shall be for the Center for 
Counterterrorism and Cyber Crime, Norwich 
University, Northfield, Vermont: 

Provided, That 4.1 percent of the amounts 
provided under this heading shall be trans-
ferred to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency ‘‘Management and Administra-
tion’’ account for program administration, 
and an expenditure plan for program admin-
istration shall be provided to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives within 60 days of 
the date of enactment of this Act: Provided 
further, That, notwithstanding section 
2008(a)(11) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 609(a)(11)), or any other provi-
sion of law, a grantee may use not more than 
5 percent of the amount of a grant made 
available under this heading for expenses di-
rectly related to administration of the grant: 
Provided further, That for grants under para-
graphs (1) through (5), the applications for 
grants shall be made available to eligible ap-

plicants not later than 25 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, that eligible appli-
cants shall submit applications not later 
than 90 days after the grant announcement, 
and that the Administrator of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall act 
within 90 days after receipt of an applica-
tion: Provided further, That for grants under 
paragraphs (6) through (10), the applications 
for grants shall be made available to eligible 
applicants not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, that eligible 
applicants shall submit applications within 
45 days after the grant announcement, and 
that the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency shall act not later than 60 days after 
receipt of an application: Provided further, 
That for grants under paragraphs (1) and (2), 
the installation of communications towers is 
not considered construction of a building or 
other physical facility: Provided further, That 
grantees shall provide reports on their use of 
funds, as determined necessary by the Sec-
retary: Provided further, That (a) the Center 
for Domestic Preparedness may provide 
training to emergency response providers 
from the Federal Government, foreign gov-
ernments, or private entities, if the Center 
for Domestic Preparedness is reimbursed for 
the cost of such training, and any reimburse-
ment under this subsection shall be credited 
to the account from which the expenditure 
being reimbursed was made and shall be 
available, without fiscal year limitation, for 
the purposes for which amounts in the ac-
count may be expended, (b) the head of the 
Center for Domestic Preparedness shall en-
sure that any training provided under (a) 
does not interfere with the primary mission 
of the Center to train State and local emer-
gency response providers. 

FIREFIGHTER ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For necessary expenses for programs au-

thorized by the Federal Fire Prevention and 
Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), 
$800,000,000, of which $380,000,000 shall be 
available to carry out section 33 of that Act 
(15 U.S.C. 2229) and $420,000,000 shall be avail-
able to carry out section 34 of that Act (15 
U.S.C. 2229a), to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2010: Provided, That 5 percent of 
the amount available under this heading 
shall be for program administration, and an 
expenditure plan for program administration 
shall be provided to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives within 60 days of the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE 
GRANTS 

For necessary expenses for emergency 
management performance grants, as author-
ized by the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 
(42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), and Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), $350,000,000: 
Provided, That total administrative costs 
shall be 3 percent of the total amount appro-
priated under this heading. 

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 
PROGRAM 

The aggregate charges assessed during fis-
cal year 2010, as authorized in title III of the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(42 U.S.C. 5196e), shall not be less than 100 
percent of the amounts anticipated by the 
Department of Homeland Security necessary 
for its radiological emergency preparedness 
program for the next fiscal year: Provided, 
That the methodology for assessment and 
collection of fees shall be fair and equitable 

and shall reflect costs of providing such serv-
ices, including administrative costs of col-
lecting such fees: Provided further, That fees 
received under this heading shall be depos-
ited in this account as offsetting collections 
and will become available for authorized pur-
poses on October 1, 2010, and remain avail-
able until expended. 

UNITED STATES FIRE ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses of the United 

States Fire Administration and for other 
purposes, as authorized by the Federal Fire 
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 
2201 et seq.) and the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.), $45,588,000. 

DISASTER RELIEF 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), 
$1,456,866,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency shall submit an 
expenditure plan to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives detailing the use of the 
funds for disaster readiness and support 
within 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act: Provided further, That the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall pro-
vide a quarterly report detailing obligations 
against the expenditure plan and a justifica-
tion for any changes in spending: Provided 
further, That of the total amount provided, 
$16,000,000 shall be transferred to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Office of Inspec-
tor General for audits and investigations re-
lated to disasters, subject to section 503 of 
this Act: Provided further, That up to 
$50,000,000 may be transferred to Federal 
Emergency Management Agency ‘‘Manage-
ment and Administration’’ for management 
and administration functions: Provided fur-
ther, That the amount provided in the pre-
vious proviso shall not be available for trans-
fer to ‘‘Management and Administration’’ 
until the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency submits an implementation plan to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives: 
Provided further, That the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency shall submit the 
monthly ‘‘Disaster Relief’’ report, as speci-
fied in Public Law 110–161, to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, and include the 
amounts provided to each Federal agency for 
mission assignments: Provided further, That 
for any request for reimbursement from a 
Federal agency to the Department of Home-
land Security to cover expenditures under 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.), or any mission assignment orders 
issued by the Department for such purposes, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
take appropriate steps to ensure that each 
agency is periodically reminded of Depart-
ment policies on— 

(1) the detailed information required in 
supporting documentation for reimburse-
ments; and 

(2) the necessity for timeliness of agency 
billings. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For activities under section 319 of the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5162), $295,000 
is for the cost of direct loans: Provided, That 
gross obligations for the principal amount of 
direct loans shall not exceed $25,000,000: Pro-
vided further, That the cost of modifying 
such loans shall be as defined in section 502 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 661a). 
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FLOOD MAP MODERNIZATION FUND 

For necessary expenses under section 1360 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4101), $220,000,000, and such addi-
tional sums as may be provided by State and 
local governments or other political subdivi-
sions for cost-shared mapping activities 
under section 1360(f)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
4101(f)(2)), to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That total administrative 
costs shall not exceed 3 percent of the total 
amount appropriated under this heading. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND 
For activities under the National Flood In-

surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 
(42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), $159,469,000, which 
shall be derived from offsetting collections 
assessed and collected under section 1308(d) 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4015(d)), which is available as fol-
lows: (1) not to exceed $52,149,000 for salaries 
and expenses associated with flood mitiga-
tion and flood insurance operations; and (2) 
no less than $107,320,000 for flood plain man-
agement and flood mapping, which shall re-
main available until September 30, 2011: Pro-
vided, That any additional fees collected pur-
suant to section 1308(d) of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(d)) shall 
be credited as an offsetting collection to this 
account, to be available for flood plain man-
agement and flood mapping: Provided further, 
That in fiscal year 2010, no funds shall be 
available from the National Flood Insurance 
Fund under section 1310 of that Act (42 
U.S.C. 4017) in excess of: (1) $85,000,000 for op-
erating expenses; (2) $969,370,000 for commis-
sions and taxes of agents; (3) such sums as 
are necessary for interest on Treasury bor-
rowings; and (4) $120,000,000, which shall re-
main available until expended for flood miti-
gation actions, of which $70,000,000 is for se-
vere repetitive loss properties under section 
1361A of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4102a), of which $10,000,000 is 
for repetitive insurance claims properties 
under section 1323 of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4030), and of 
which $40,000,000 is for flood mitigation as-
sistance under section 1366 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c) 
notwithstanding subparagraphs (B) and (C) 
of subsection (b)(3) and subsection (f) of sec-
tion 1366 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c) and notwithstanding 
subsection (a)(7) of section 1310 of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4017): Provided further, That amounts col-
lected under section 102 of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 and section 1366(i) of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
shall be deposited in the National Flood In-
surance Fund to supplement other amounts 
specified as available for section 1366 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, not-
withstanding 42 U.S.C. 4012a(f)(8), 4104c(i), 
and 4104d(b)(2)–(3): Provided further, That 
total administrative costs shall not exceed 4 
percent of the total appropriation. 

NATIONAL PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND 
For the predisaster mitigation grant pro-

gram under section 203 of the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5133), $120,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the total administrative costs associ-
ated with such grants shall not exceed 3 per-
cent of the total amount made available 
under this heading. 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER 
To carry out the emergency food and shel-

ter program pursuant to title III of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11331 et seq.), $175,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 

That total administrative costs shall not ex-
ceed 3.5 percent of the total amount made 
available under this heading. 

TITLE IV 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, 

TRAINING, AND SERVICES 
UNITED STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 

SERVICES 
For necessary expenses for citizenship and 

immigration services, $135,700,000, of which 
$5,000,000 is for the processing of military 
naturalization applications and $118,500,000 is 
for the E-Verify program to assist United 
States employers with maintaining a legal 
workforce: Provided, That of the amount pro-
vided for the E-Verify program, $10,000,000 is 
available until expended for E-Verify process 
and system enhancements: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funds available to United States Citi-
zenship and Immigration Services may be 
used to acquire, operate, equip, dispose of 
and replace up to five vehicles, of which two 
are for replacement only, for areas where the 
Administrator of General Services does not 
provide vehicles for lease: Provided further, 
That the Director of United States Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services may author-
ize employees who are assigned to those 
areas to use such vehicles between the em-
ployees’ residences and places of employ-
ment. 
FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING CENTER 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center, including ma-
terials and support costs of Federal law en-
forcement basic training; the purchase of not 
to exceed 117 vehicles for police-type use and 
hire of passenger motor vehicles; expenses 
for student athletic and related activities; 
the conduct of and participation in firearms 
matches and presentation of awards; public 
awareness and enhancement of community 
support of law enforcement training; room 
and board for student interns; a flat monthly 
reimbursement to employees authorized to 
use personal mobile phones for official du-
ties; and services as authorized by section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code; 
$244,356,000, of which up to $47,751,000 shall 
remain available until September 30, 2011, for 
materials and support costs of Federal law 
enforcement basic training; of which $300,000 
shall remain available until expended for 
Federal law enforcement agencies partici-
pating in training accreditation, to be dis-
tributed as determined by the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center for the needs 
of participating agencies; and of which not 
to exceed $12,000 shall be for official recep-
tion and representation expenses: Provided, 
That the Center is authorized to obligate 
funds in anticipation of reimbursements 
from agencies receiving training sponsored 
by the Center, except that total obligations 
at the end of the fiscal year shall not exceed 
total budgetary resources available at the 
end of the fiscal year: Provided further, That 
section 1202(a) of Public Law 107–206 (42 
U.S.C. 3771 note), as amended by Public Law 
110–329 (122 Stat. 3677), is further amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2011’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2012’’: Provided further, That 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Ac-
creditation Board, including representatives 
from the Federal law enforcement commu-
nity and non-Federal accreditation experts 
involved in law enforcement training, shall 
lead the Federal law enforcement training 
accreditation process to continue the imple-
mentation of measuring and assessing the 
quality and effectiveness of Federal law en-
forcement training programs, facilities, and 
instructors: Provided further, That the Direc-
tor of the Federal Law Enforcement Train-
ing Center shall schedule basic or advanced 

law enforcement training, or both, at all four 
training facilities under the control of the 
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center to 
ensure that such training facilities are oper-
ated at the highest capacity throughout the 
fiscal year. 
ACQUISITIONS, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS, 

AND RELATED EXPENSES 
For acquisition of necessary additional 

real property and facilities, construction, 
and ongoing maintenance, facility improve-
ments, and related expenses of the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center, 
$43,456,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Center is author-
ized to accept reimbursement to this appro-
priation from government agencies request-
ing the construction of special use facilities. 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

For salaries and expenses of the Office of 
the Under Secretary for Science and Tech-
nology and for management and administra-
tion of programs and activities, as author-
ized by title III of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), $143,200,000: 
Provided, That not to exceed $10,000 shall be 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, ACQUISITION, AND 
OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for science and 
technology research, including advanced re-
search projects; development; test and eval-
uation; acquisition; and operations; as au-
thorized by title III of the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.); 
$851,729,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2011: Provided, That not less than 
$20,865,000 shall be available for the South-
east Region Research Initiative at the Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory: Provided further, 
That not less than $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able for Distributed Environment for Crit-
ical Infrastructure Decisionmaking Exer-
cises: Provided further, That not less than 
$12,000,000 is for construction expenses of the 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory: Pro-
vided further, That not less than $2,000,000 
shall be for the Cincinnati Urban Area part-
nership established through the Regional 
Technology Integration Initiative: Provided 
further, That not less than $36,312,000 shall be 
for the National Bio and Agro-defense Facil-
ity. 

DOMESTIC NUCLEAR DETECTION OFFICE 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

For salaries and expenses of the Domestic 
Nuclear Detection Office as authorized by 
title XIX of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 591 et seq.) for management 
and administration of programs and activi-
ties, $37,500,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$3,000 shall be for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses for radiological and 

nuclear research, development, testing, eval-
uation, and operations, $326,537,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2011. 

SYSTEMS ACQUISITION 
For expenses for the Domestic Nuclear De-

tection Office acquisition and deployment of 
radiological detection systems in accordance 
with the global nuclear detection architec-
ture, $10,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2011: Provided, That none of 
the funds appropriated under this heading in 
this Act or any other Act shall be obligated 
for full-scale procurement of Advanced 
Spectroscopic Portal monitors until the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security submits to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives a report 
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certifying that a significant increase in oper-
ational effectiveness will be achieved: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall sub-
mit separate and distinct certifications prior 
to the procurement of Advanced 
Spectroscopic Portal monitors for primary 
and secondary deployment that address the 
unique requirements for operational effec-
tiveness of each type of deployment: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall continue to 
consult with the National Academy of 
Sciences before making such certifications: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading shall be used 
for high-risk concurrent development and 
production of mutually dependent software 
and hardware. 

TITLE V 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 501. No part of any appropriation con-

tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 502. Subject to the requirements of 
section 503 of this Act, the unexpended bal-
ances of prior appropriations provided for ac-
tivities in this Act may be transferred to ap-
propriation accounts for such activities es-
tablished pursuant to this Act, may be 
merged with funds in the applicable estab-
lished accounts, and thereafter may be ac-
counted for as one fund for the same time pe-
riod as originally enacted. 

SEC. 503. (a) None of the funds provided by 
this Act, provided by previous appropriations 
Acts to the agencies in or transferred to the 
Department of Homeland Security that re-
main available for obligation or expenditure 
in fiscal year 2010, or provided from any ac-
counts in the Treasury of the United States 
derived by the collection of fees available to 
the agencies funded by this Act, shall be 
available for obligation or expenditure 
through a reprogramming of funds that: (1) 
creates a new program, project, or activity; 
(2) eliminates a program, project, office, or 
activity; (3) increases funds for any program, 
project, or activity for which funds have 
been denied or restricted by the Congress; (4) 
proposes to use funds directed for a specific 
activity by either of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives for a different purpose; or (5) 
contracts out any function or activity for 
which funding levels were requested for Fed-
eral full-time equivalents in the object clas-
sification tables contained in the fiscal year 
2010 Budget Appendix for the Department of 
Homeland Security, as modified by the ex-
planatory statement accompanying this Act, 
unless the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
are notified 15 days in advance of such re-
programming of funds. 

(b) None of the funds provided by this Act, 
provided by previous appropriations Acts to 
the agencies in or transferred to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security that remain 
available for obligation or expenditure in fis-
cal year 2010, or provided from any accounts 
in the Treasury of the United States derived 
by the collection of fees or proceeds avail-
able to the agencies funded by this Act, shall 
be available for obligation or expenditure for 
programs, projects, or activities through a 
reprogramming of funds in excess of 
$5,000,000 or 10 percent, whichever is less, 
that: (1) augments existing programs, 
projects, or activities; (2) reduces by 10 per-
cent funding for any existing program, 
project, or activity, or numbers of personnel 
by 10 percent as approved by the Congress; or 
(3) results from any general savings from a 
reduction in personnel that would result in a 
change in existing programs, projects, or ac-
tivities as approved by the Congress, unless 

the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives are 
notified 15 days in advance of such re-
programming of funds. 

(c) Not to exceed 5 percent of any appro-
priation made available for the current fiscal 
year for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity by this Act or provided by previous ap-
propriations Acts may be transferred be-
tween such appropriations, but no such ap-
propriation, except as otherwise specifically 
provided, shall be increased by more than 10 
percent by such transfers: Provided, That any 
transfer under this section shall be treated 
as a reprogramming of funds under sub-
section (b) and shall not be available for ob-
ligation unless the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives are notified 15 days in ad-
vance of such transfer. 

(d) Notwithstanding subsections (a), (b), 
and (c) of this section, no funds shall be re-
programmed within or transferred between 
appropriations after June 30, except in ex-
traordinary circumstances that imminently 
threaten the safety of human life or the pro-
tection of property. 

SEC. 504. The Department of Homeland Se-
curity Working Capital Fund, established 
pursuant to section 403 of Public Law 103–356 
(31 U.S.C. 501 note), shall continue oper-
ations as a permanent working capital fund 
for fiscal year 2010: Provided, That none of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Homeland 
Security may be used to make payments to 
the Working Capital Fund, except for the ac-
tivities and amounts allowed in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2010 budget: Provided fur-
ther, That funds provided to the Working 
Capital Fund shall be available for obliga-
tion until expended to carry out the purposes 
of the Working Capital Fund: Provided fur-
ther, That all departmental components shall 
be charged only for direct usage of each 
Working Capital Fund service: Provided fur-
ther, That funds provided to the Working 
Capital Fund shall be used only for purposes 
consistent with the contributing component: 
Provided further, That such fund shall be paid 
in advance or reimbursed at rates which will 
return the full cost of each service: Provided 
further, That the Working Capital Fund shall 
be subject to the requirements of section 503 
of this Act. 

SEC. 505. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided by law, not to exceed 50 percent of 
unobligated balances remaining available at 
the end of fiscal year 2010 from appropria-
tions for salaries and expenses for fiscal year 
2010 in this Act shall remain available 
through September 30, 2011, in the account 
and for the purposes for which the appropria-
tions were provided: Provided, That prior to 
the obligation of such funds, a request shall 
be submitted to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives for approval in accordance 
with section 503 of this Act. 

SEC. 506. Funds made available by this Act 
for intelligence activities are deemed to be 
specifically authorized by the Congress for 
purposes of section 504 of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) during fiscal 
year 2010 until the enactment of an Act au-
thorizing intelligence activities for fiscal 
year 2010. 

SEC. 507. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to make a grant al-
location, discretionary grant award, discre-
tionary contract award, Other Transaction 
Agreement, or to issue a letter of intent to-
taling in excess of $1,000,000, or to announce 
publicly the intention to make such an 
award, including a contract covered by the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, unless the 
Secretary of Homeland Security notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 

and the House of Representatives at least 3 
full business days in advance of making such 
an award or issuing such a letter: Provided, 
That if the Secretary of Homeland Security 
determines that compliance with this sec-
tion would pose a substantial risk to human 
life, health, or safety, an award may be made 
without notification and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives shall be notified not later 
than 5 full business days after such an award 
is made or letter issued: Provided further, 
That no notification shall involve funds that 
are not available for obligation: Provided fur-
ther, That the notification shall include the 
amount of the award, the fiscal year in 
which the funds for the award were appro-
priated, and the account from which the 
funds are being drawn: Provided further, That 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
shall brief the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives 5 full business days in advance 
of announcing publicly the intention of mak-
ing an award under the State Homeland Se-
curity Grant Program; Urban Area Security 
Initiative; and the Regional Catastrophic 
Preparedness Grant Program. 

SEC. 508. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no agency shall purchase, con-
struct, or lease any additional facilities, ex-
cept within or contiguous to existing loca-
tions, to be used for the purpose of con-
ducting Federal law enforcement training 
without the advance approval of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives, except that 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter is authorized to obtain the temporary use 
of additional facilities by lease, contract, or 
other agreement for training which cannot 
be accommodated in existing Center facili-
ties. 

SEC. 509. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used for expenses for any construction, re-
pair, alteration, or acquisition project for 
which a prospectus otherwise required under 
chapter 33 of title 40, United States Code, has 
not been approved, except that necessary 
funds may be expended for each project for 
required expenses for the development of a 
proposed prospectus. 

SEC. 510. Sections 519, 520, 528, and 531 of 
the Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act, 2008 (division E of Public 
Law 110–161; 121 Stat. 2073, 2074) shall apply 
with respect to funds made available in this 
Act in the same manner as such sections ap-
plied to funds made available in that Act. 

SEC. 511. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used in contravention of the applicable 
provisions of the Buy American Act (41 
U.S.C. 10a et seq.). 

SEC. 512. None of the funds provided by this 
or previous appropriations Acts may be obli-
gated for deployment or implementation of 
the Secure Flight program or any other fol-
low-on or successor passenger screening pro-
gram that: (1) utilizes or tests algorithms as-
signing risk to passengers whose names are 
not on Government watch lists; or (2) uses 
data or a database that is obtained from or 
remains under the control of a non-Federal 
entity: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply to Passenger Name Record data 
obtained from air carriers. 

SEC. 513. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to amend the oath of 
allegiance required by section 337 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1448). 

SEC. 514. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to process or approve a 
competition under Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A–76 for services provided as 
of June 1, 2004, by employees (including em-
ployees serving on a temporary or term 
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basis) of United States Citizenship and Im-
migration Services of the Department of 
Homeland Security who are known as of that 
date as Immigration Information Officers, 
Contact Representatives, or Investigative 
Assistants. 

SEC. 515. (a) The Assistant Secretary of 
Homeland Security (Transportation Security 
Administration) shall work with air carriers 
and airports to ensure that the screening of 
cargo carried on passenger aircraft, as de-
fined in section 44901(g)(5) of title 49, United 
States Code, increases incrementally each 
quarter until the requirement of section 
44901(g)(2)(B) of title 49 are met. 

(b) Not later than 45 days after the end of 
each quarter, the Assistant Secretary shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives a report on air cargo inspection statis-
tics by airport and air carrier detailing the 
incremental progress being made to meet the 
requirement of section 44901(g)(2)(B) of title 
49, United States Code. 

SEC. 516. Except as provided in section 
44945 of title 49, United States Code, funds 
appropriated or transferred to Transpor-
tation Security Administration ‘‘Aviation 
Security’’, ‘‘Administration’’ and ‘‘Transpor-
tation Security Support’’ for fiscal years 
2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 that are recov-
ered or deobligated shall be available only 
for the procurement or installation of explo-
sives detection systems, for air cargo, bag-
gage, and checkpoint screening systems, sub-
ject to notification: Provided, That quarterly 
reports shall be submitted to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives on any funds that 
are recovered or deobligated. 

SEC. 517. Any funds appropriated to United 
States Coast Guard, ‘‘Acquisition, Construc-
tion, and Improvements’’ for fiscal years 
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 for the 110–123 
foot patrol boat conversion that are recov-
ered, collected, or otherwise received as the 
result of negotiation, mediation, or litiga-
tion, shall be available until expended for 
the Replacement Patrol Boat (FRC-B) pro-
gram. 

SEC. 518. (a)(1) Except as provided in para-
graph (2), none of the funds provided in this 
or any other Act shall be available to com-
mence or continue operations of the Na-
tional Applications Office until— 

(A) the Secretary certifies that: (i) Na-
tional Applications Office programs comply 
with all existing laws, including all applica-
ble privacy and civil liberties standards; and, 
(ii) that clear definitions of all proposed do-
mains are established and are auditable; 

(B) the Comptroller General of the United 
States notifies the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary that the 
Comptroller has reviewed such certification; 
and 

(C) the Secretary notifies the Committees 
of all funds to be expended on the National 
Applications Office pursuant to section 503 of 
this Act. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to any use of funds for activities sub-
stantially similar to such activities con-
ducted by the Department of the Interior as 
set forth in the 1975 charter for the Civil Ap-
plications Committee under the provisions of 
law codified at section 31 of title 43, United 
States Code. 

(b) The Inspector General shall provide to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
classified report on a quarterly basis con-
taining a review of the data collected by the 
National Applications Office, including a de-
scription of the collection purposes and the 
legal authority under which the collection 
activities were authorized: Provided, That 

the report shall also include a listing of all 
data collection activities carried out on be-
half of the National Applications Office by 
any component of the National Guard. 

(c) None of the funds provided in this or 
any other Act shall be available to com-
mence operations of the National Immigra-
tion Information Sharing Operation until 
the Secretary certifies that such program 
complies with all existing laws, including all 
applicable privacy and civil liberties stand-
ards, the Comptroller General of the United 
States notifies the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary that the 
Comptroller has reviewed such certification, 
and the Secretary notifies the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives of all funds to be 
expended on the National Immigration Infor-
mation Sharing Operation pursuant to sec-
tion 503. 

SEC. 519. Within 45 days after the close of 
each month, the Chief Financial Officer of 
the Department of Homeland Security shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives a monthly budget and staffing report 
that includes total obligations, on-board 
versus funded full-time equivalent staffing 
levels, and the number of contract employ-
ees by office. 

SEC. 520. Section 532(a) of Public Law 109– 
295 (120 Stat. 1384) is amended by striking 
‘‘2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

SEC. 521. The functions of the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center instructor 
staff shall be classified as inherently govern-
mental for the purpose of the Federal Activi-
ties Inventory Reform Act of 1998 (31 U.S.C. 
501 note). 

SEC. 522. (a) None of the funds provided by 
this or any other Act may be obligated for 
the development, testing, deployment, or op-
eration of any portion of a human resources 
management system authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
9701(a), or by regulations prescribed pursuant 
to such section, for an employee as defined 
in 5 U.S.C. 7103(a)(2). 

(b) The Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall collaborate with employee representa-
tives in the manner prescribed in 5 U.S.C. 
9701(e), in the planning, testing, and develop-
ment of any portion of a human resources 
management system that is developed, test-
ed, or deployed for persons excluded from the 
definition of employee as that term is de-
fined in 5 U.S.C. 7103(a)(2). 

SEC. 523. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to en-
force section 4025(1) of Public Law 108–458 un-
less the Assistant Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity (Transportation Security Administra-
tion) reverses the determination of July 19, 
2007, that butane lighters are not a signifi-
cant threat to civil aviation security. 

SEC. 524. Funds made available in this Act 
may be used to alter operations within the 
Civil Engineering Program of the Coast 
Guard nationwide, including civil engineer-
ing units, facilities design and construction 
centers, maintenance and logistics com-
mands, and the Coast Guard Academy, ex-
cept that none of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to reduce operations within 
any Civil Engineering Unit unless specifi-
cally authorized by a statute enacted after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 525. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), none of the funds appropriated in 
this or any other Act to the Office of the 
Secretary and Executive Management, the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Manage-
ment, or the Office of the Chief Financial Of-
ficer, may be obligated for a grant or con-
tract funded under such headings by a means 
other than full and open competition. 

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to obliga-
tion of funds for a contract awarded— 

(1) by a means that is required by a Fed-
eral statute, including obligation for a pur-
chase made under a mandated preferential 
program, such as the AbilityOne Program, 
that is authorized under the Javits-Wagner- 
O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46 et seq.); 

(2) under the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.); 

(3) in an amount less than the simplified 
acquisition threshold described under sec-
tion 302A(a) of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 
252a(a)); or 

(4) by another Federal agency using funds 
provided through an interagency agreement. 

(c)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security may waive the 
application of this section for the award of a 
contract in the interest of national security 
or if failure to do so would pose a substantial 
risk to human health or welfare. 

(2) Not later than 5 days after the date on 
which the Secretary of Homeland Security 
issues a waiver under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall submit notification of that 
waiver to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, including a description of the applica-
ble contract and an explanation of why the 
waiver authority was used. The Secretary 
may not delegate the authority to grant 
such a waiver. 

(d) In addition to the requirements estab-
lished by this section, the Inspector General 
for the Department of Homeland Security 
shall review departmental contracts awarded 
through other than full and open competi-
tion to assess departmental compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations: Provided, 
That the Inspector General shall review se-
lected contracts awarded in the previous fis-
cal year through other than full and open 
competition: Provided further, That in deter-
mining which contracts to review, the In-
spector General shall consider the cost and 
complexity of the goods and services to be 
provided under the contract, the criticality 
of the contract to fulfilling Department mis-
sions, past performance problems on similar 
contracts or by the selected vendor, com-
plaints received about the award process or 
contractor performance, and such other fac-
tors as the Inspector General deems rel-
evant: Provided further, That the Inspector 
General shall report the results of the re-
views to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives no later than February 5, 2010. 

SEC. 526. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services to 
grant an immigration benefit unless the re-
sults of background checks required by law 
to be completed prior to the granting of the 
benefit have been received by United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services, and 
the results do not preclude the granting of 
the benefit. 

SEC. 527. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to destroy or put out 
to pasture any horse or other equine belong-
ing to the Federal Government that has be-
come unfit for service, unless the trainer or 
handler is first given the option to take pos-
session of the equine through an adoption 
program that has safeguards against slaugh-
ter and inhumane treatment. 

SEC. 528. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available to carry out section 
872 of Public Law 107–296. 

SEC. 529. None of the funds provided in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Office of the Chief 
Information Officer’’ shall be used for data 
center development other than for Data Cen-
ter One (National Center for Critical Infor-
mation Processing and Storage) until the 
Chief Information Officer certifies that Data 
Center One (National Center for Critical In-
formation Processing and Storage) is fully 
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utilized as the Department’s primary data 
storage center at the highest capacity 
throughout the fiscal year. 

SEC. 530. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used to reduce the United States Coast 
Guard’s Operations Systems Center mission 
or its government-employed or contract staff 
levels. 

SEC. 531. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to conduct, or to imple-
ment the results of, a competition under Of-
fice of Management and Budget Circular A– 
76 for activities performed with respect to 
the Coast Guard National Vessel Documenta-
tion Center. 

SEC. 532. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall require that all contracts of the 
Department of Homeland Security that pro-
vide award fees link such fees to successful 
acquisition outcomes (which outcomes shall 
be specified in terms of cost, schedule, and 
performance). 

SEC. 533. None of the funds made available 
to the Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management under this Act may be ex-
pended for any new hires by the Department 
of Homeland Security that are not verified 
through the basic pilot program under sec-
tion 401 of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1324a note). 

SEC. 534. None of the funds made available 
in this Act for U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection may be used to prevent an individual 
not in the business of importing a prescrip-
tion drug (within the meaning of section 
801(g) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act) from importing a prescription 
drug from Canada that complies with the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act: Pro-
vided, That this section shall apply only to 
individuals transporting on their person a 
personal-use quantity of the prescription 
drug, not to exceed a 90-day supply: Provided 
further, That the prescription drug may not 
be— 

(1) a controlled substance, as defined in 
section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 802); or 

(2) a biological product, as defined in sec-
tion 351 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 262). 

SEC. 535. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security or any delegate of the 
Secretary to issue any rule or regulation 
which implements the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking related to Petitions for Aliens 
To Perform Temporary Nonagricultural 
Services or Labor (H–2B) set out beginning 
on 70 Fed. Reg. 3984 (January 27, 2005). 

SEC. 536. Section 537 of the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2009 
(division D of Public Law 110–329; 122 Stat. 
3682) shall apply with respect to funds made 
available in this Act in the same manner as 
such sections applied to funds made avail-
able in that Act. 

SEC. 537. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for planning, test-
ing, piloting, or developing a national identi-
fication card. 

SEC. 538. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, except as provided in 
subsection (b), and 30 days after the date 
that the President determines whether to de-
clare a major disaster because of an event 
and any appeal is completed, the Adminis-
trator shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate, the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives, 
and publish on the website of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, a report re-

garding that decision, which shall summa-
rize damage assessment information used to 
determine whether to declare a major dis-
aster. 

(b) The Administrator may redact from a 
report under subsection (a) any data that the 
Administrator determines would com-
promise national security. 

(c) In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the 

Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; and 

(2) the term ‘‘major disaster’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 102 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122). 

SEC. 539. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, should the Secretary of Home-
land Security determine that the National 
Bio and Agro-defense Facility be located at a 
site other than Plum Island, New York, the 
Secretary shall have the Administrator of 
General Services sell through public sale all 
real and related personal property and trans-
portation assets which support Plum Island 
operations, subject to such terms and condi-
tions as necessary to protect government in-
terests and meet program requirements: Pro-
vided, That the gross proceeds of such sale 
shall be deposited as offsetting collections 
into the Department of Homeland Security 
Science and Technology ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Acquisition, and Operations’’ account 
and, subject to appropriation, shall be avail-
able until expended, for site acquisition, con-
struction, and costs related to the construc-
tion of the National Bio and Agro-defense 
Facility, including the costs associated with 
the sale, including due diligence require-
ments, necessary environmental remediation 
at Plum Island, and reimbursement of ex-
penses incurred by the General Services Ad-
ministration which shall not exceed 1 per-
cent of the sale price or $5,000,000, whichever 
is greater: Provided further, That after the 
completion of construction and environ-
mental remediation, the unexpended bal-
ances of funds appropriated for costs in the 
preceding proviso shall be available for 
transfer to the appropriate account for de-
sign and construction of a consolidated De-
partment of Homeland Security Head-
quarters project, excluding daily operations 
and maintenance costs, notwithstanding sec-
tion 503 of this Act, and the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives shall be notified 15 days 
prior to such transfer. 

SEC. 540. Any official that is required by 
this Act to report or certify to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives may not delegate 
such authority to perform that act unless 
specifically authorized herein. 

SEC. 541. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, in consultation with the Secretary of 
the Treasury, shall notify the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives of any proposed 
transfers of funds available under 31 U.S.C. 
9703.2(g)(4)(B) from the Department of the 
Treasury Forfeiture Fund to any agency 
within the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

SEC. 542. (a) Not later than 3 months from 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security shall consult 
with the Secretaries of Defense and Trans-
portation and develop a concept of oper-
ations for unmanned aerial systems in the 
United States national airspace system for 
the purposes of border and maritime security 
operations. 

(b) The Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act on any 

foreseeable challenges to complying with 
subsection (a). 

SEC. 543. If the Assistant Secretary of 
Homeland Security (Transportation Security 
Administration) determines that an airport 
does not need to participate in the basic 
pilot program, the Assistant Secretary shall 
certify to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives that no security risks will result by 
such non-participation. 

SEC. 544. For fiscal year 2010 and there-
after, the Secretary may provide to per-
sonnel appointed or assigned to serve abroad, 
allowances and benefits similar to those pro-
vided under chapter 9 of title I of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1990 (22 U.S.C. 4081 et seq.). 

SEC. 545. Sections 143 and 144 of division A 
of the Consolidated Security, Disaster As-
sistance, and Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2009 (Public Law 110–329; 122 Stat. 3580 et 
seq.), as amended by section 101 of division J 
of Public Law 111–8, are further amended by 
striking ‘‘September 30, 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘September 30, 2012’’. 

SEC. 546. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, should the Secretary of Home-
land Security determine that specific U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Service Processing Centers, or other U.S. Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement owned 
detention facilities, no longer meet the mis-
sion need, the Secretary is authorized to dis-
pose of individual Service Processing Cen-
ters, or other U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement owned detention facilities, by 
directing the Administrator of General Serv-
ices to sell all real and related personal prop-
erty which support Service Processing Cen-
ters, or other U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement owned detention facilities, op-
erations, subject to such terms and condi-
tions as necessary to protect government in-
terests and meet program requirements: Pro-
vided, That the proceeds, net of the costs of 
sale incurred by the General Services Admin-
istration and U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement shall be deposited as offsetting 
collections into a separate account that 
shall be available, subject to appropriation, 
until expended for other real property cap-
ital asset needs of existing U.S. Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement assets, excluding 
daily operations and maintenance costs, as 
the Secretary deems appropriate. 

SEC. 547. Section 550 of Public Law 109–295 
is amended in subsection (b) by deleting 
from the last proviso ‘‘three years after the 
date of enactment of this Act’’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘‘October 4, 2010’’. 

SEC. 548. For fiscal year 2010 and there-
after, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
may collect fees from any non-Federal par-
ticipant in a conference, seminar, exhibition, 
symposium, or similar meeting conducted by 
the Department of Homeland Security in ad-
vance of the conference, either directly or by 
contract, and those fees shall be credited to 
the appropriation or account from which the 
costs of the conference, seminar, exhibition, 
symposium, or similar meeting are paid and 
shall be available to pay the costs of the De-
partment of Homeland Security with respect 
to the conference or to reimburse the De-
partment for costs incurred with respect to 
the conference: Provided, That in the event 
the total amount of fees collected with re-
spect to a conference exceeds the actual 
costs of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity with respect to the conference, the 
amount of such excess shall be deposited into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall pro-
vide a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives not later than January 5, 
2011, providing the level of collections and a 
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summary by agency of the purposes and lev-
els of expenditures for the prior fiscal year, 
and shall report annually thereafter. 

SEC. 549. For purposes of section 210C of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 124j) 
a rural area shall also include any area that 
is located in a metropolitan statistical area 
and a county, borough, parish, or area under 
the jurisdiction of an Indian tribe with a 
population of not more than 50,000. 

SEC. 550. From the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations made available for 
‘‘Analysis and Operations’’, $5,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

SEC. 551. From the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations made available for 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
‘‘Construction’’, $7,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 552. From the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations made available for 
National Protection and Programs Direc-
torate ‘‘Infrastructure Protection and Infor-
mation Security’’, $8,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 553. From the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations made available for 
Science and Technology ‘‘Research, Develop-
ment, Acquisition, and Operations’’, 
$7,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 554. From the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations made available for 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office ‘‘Re-
search, Development, and Operations’’, 
$8,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 555. (a) Subject to subsection (b), none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be available to op-
erate the Loran-C signal after January 4, 
2010. 

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall 
take effect only if the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard certifies that— 

(1) the termination of the operation of the 
Loran-C signal as of the date specified in 
subsection (a) will not adversely impact the 
safety of maritime navigation; and 

(2) the Loran-C system infrastructure is 
not needed as a backup to the Global Posi-
tioning System or any other Federal naviga-
tion requirement. 

(c) If the Commandant makes the certifi-
cation described in subsection (b), the Coast 
Guard shall, commencing January 4, 2010, 
terminate the operation of the Loran-C sig-
nal and commence a phased decommis-
sioning of the Loran-C system infrastruc-
ture. 

(d) Not later than 30 days after such cer-
tification pursuant to subsection (b), the 
Commandant shall submit to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
House of Representatives a report setting 
forth a proposed schedule for the phased de-
commissioning of the Loran-C system infra-
structure in the event of the decommis-
sioning of such infrastructure in accordance 
to subsection (c). 

(e) If the Commandant makes the certifi-
cation described in subsection (b), the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, acting through 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, may, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
sell any real and personal property under the 
administrative control of the Coast Guard 
and used for the Loran system, by directing 
the Administrator of General Services to sell 
such real and personal property, subject to 
such terms and conditions that the Sec-
retary believes to be necessary to protect 
government interests and program require-
ments of the Coast Guard: Provided, That the 
proceeds, less the costs of sale incurred by 
the General Services Administration, shall 
be deposited as offsetting collections into 
the Coast Guard ‘‘Environmental Compli-
ance and Restoration’’ account and, subject 
to appropriation, shall be available until ex-
pended for environmental compliance and 
restoration purposes associated with the 

Loran system, for the demolition of improve-
ments on such real property, and for the 
costs associated with the sale of such real 
and personal property, including due dili-
gence requirements, necessary environ-
mental remediation, and reimbursement of 
expenses incurred by the General Services 
Administration: Provided further, That after 
the completion of such activities, the unex-
pended balances shall be available for any 
other environmental compliance and res-
toration activities of the Coast Guard. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 
2010’’. 

SA 1374. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 77, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 556. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in contravention of 
section 505 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1623). 

SA 1375. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 77, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 556. None of the amounts made avail-
able under this Act may be used to— 

(1) amend, rewrite, or change the final rule 
requiring Federal Contractors to use E- 
Verify (promulgated on November 14, 2008); 

(2) further delay the implementation of the 
rule described in paragraph (1) beyond Sep-
tember 8, 2009; or 

(3) amend, rewrite, change, or delay the 
implementation of the final rule describing 
the process for employers to follow after re-
ceiving a ‘‘no match’’ letter in order to qual-
ify for ‘‘safe harbor’’ status (promulgated on 
August 15, 2007). 

SA 1376. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 6, strike ‘‘$23,000,000’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘Hawaii;’’ on line 21. 

SA 1377. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 22, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘: 
Provided,’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘Iowa’’ on line 7. 

SA 1378. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 9, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘, of 
which $39,700,000 shall be for the Advanced 
Training Center’’. 

SA 1379. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 19, beginning on line 10, strike 
‘‘not less than $300,000 for the Coast Guard 
Academy Pier and’’. 

SA 1380. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 19, beginning on line 11, strike 
‘‘and not less than $16,800,000 for Coast Guard 
Station Cleveland Harbor’’. 

SA 1381. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 17, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘; 
and of which $3,600,000’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘facility’’ on line 15. 

SA 1382. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 32, line 22, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Illinois;’’ on line 24. 

SA 1383. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
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for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 10, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Montana;’’ on line 12. 

SA 1384. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 8, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘New York;’’ on line 10. 

SA 1385. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 32, line 24, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Iowa;’’ on page 33, line 
1. 

SA 1386. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 32, line 19, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Ohio;’’ on line 22. 

SA 1387. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 34, line 21, strike ‘‘; and’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Vermont’’ on line 24. 

SA 1388. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘; and no 
less’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Arkan-
sas’’ on line 22. 

SA 1389. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 

the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 17, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Louisiana;’’ on line 19. 

SA 1390. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 15, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Rhode Island;’’ on line 
17. 

SA 1391. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘no less’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘Washington;’’ 
on line 15. 

SA 1392. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 5, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘New Jersey;’’ on line 
8. 

SA 1393. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 1, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘New Jersey;’’ on line 
3. 

SA 1394. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 33, line 3, strike ‘‘no less’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘New Jersey;’’ on line 
5. 

SA 1395. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 

REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 47, line 23, strike ‘‘That’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Provided further,’’ on 
page 48, line 1. 

SA 1396. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 48, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘Provided 
further,’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Ini-
tiative:’’ on line 8. 

SA 1397. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 48, line 1, strike ‘‘Provided fur-
ther,’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Exer-
cises:’’ on line 3. 

SA 1398. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 77, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 556. NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE SIMULA-

TION AND ANALYSIS CENTER. 
The amount appropriated for the National 

Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Cen-
ter under the heading ‘‘INFRASTRUCTURE PRO-
TECTION AND INFORMATION SECURITY’’ under 
the heading ‘‘NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PRO-
GRAMS DIRECTORATE’’ under title III of this 
Act is reduced by $4,000,000. 

SA 1399. Mr. DEMINT proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 1373 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. BORDER FENCE COMPLETION. 

(a) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
102(b)(1) of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1103 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘Fencing that does not ef-
fectively restrain pedestrian traffic (such as 
vehicle barriers and virtual fencing) may not 
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be used to meet the 700-mile fence require-
ment under this subparagraph.’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 

end; 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) not later than December 31, 2010, 

complete the construction of all the rein-
forced fencing and the installation of the re-
lated equipment described in subparagraph 
(A).’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(iii) FUNDING NOT CONTINGENT ON CON-
SULTATION.—Amounts appropriated to carry 
out this paragraph may not be impounded or 
otherwise withheld for failure to fully com-
ply with the consultation requirement under 
clause (i).’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2009, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall submit a report to Congress that de-
scribes— 

(1) the progress made in completing the re-
inforced fencing required under section 
102(b)(1) of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1103 note), as amended by this Act; 
and 

(2) the plans for completing such fencing 
before December 31, 2010. 

SA 1400. Mr. MCCAIN proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 1373 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

On page 31, line 19, strike all through page 
32, line 3, and insert the following: 

(6) $350,000,000 shall be for Public Transpor-
tation Security Assistance and Railroad Se-
curity Assistance under sections 1406 and 
1513 of the Implementing Recommendations 
of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (Public 
Law 110-53; 6 U.S.C. 1135 and 1163), of which 
not less than $25,000,000 shall be for Amtrak 
security. 

SA 1401. Mr. ROCKEFELLER sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 2892, 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SECTION ll. MARITIME TRANSPORTATION SE-

CURITY INFORMATION. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘American Communities’’ Right 
to Public Information Act’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 70103(d) of title 
46, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(d) NONDISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Information developed 

under this chapter is not required to be dis-
closed to the public, including— 

‘‘(A) facility security plans, vessel security 
plans, and port vulnerability assessments; 
and 

‘‘(B) other information related to security 
plans, procedures, or programs for vessels or 
facilities authorized under this chapter. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in paragraph 
(1) shall be construed to authorize the des-
ignation of information as sensitive security 

information (as defined in section 1520.5 of 
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations)— 

‘‘(A) to conceal a violation of law, ineffi-
ciency, or administrative error; 

‘‘(B) to prevent embarrassment to a per-
son, organization, or agency; 

‘‘(C) to restrain competition; or 
‘‘(D) to prevent or delay the release of in-

formation that does not require protection 
in the interest of transportation security, in-
cluding basic scientific research information 
not clearly related to transportation secu-
rity.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 114(r) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: 

‘‘(4) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this sub-
section, or any other provision of law, shall 
be construed to authorize the designation of 
information as sensitive security informa-
tion (as defined in section 1520.5 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations) 

‘‘(A) to conceal a violation of law, ineffi-
ciency, or administrative error; 

‘‘(B) to prevent embarrassment to a per-
son, organization, or agency; 

‘‘(C) to restrain competition; or 
‘‘(D) to prevent or delay the release of in-

formation that does not require protection 
in the interest of transportation security, in-
cluding basic scientific research information 
not clearly related to transportation secu-
rity.’’. 

(2) Section 40119(b) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

‘‘(3) Nothing in paragraph (1) shall be con-
strued to authorize the designation of infor-
mation as sensitive security information (as 
defined in section 15.5 of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations)— 

‘‘(A) to conceal a violation of law, ineffi-
ciency, or administrative error; 

‘‘(B) to prevent embarrassment to a per-
son, organization, or agency; 

‘‘(C) to restrain competition; or 
‘‘(D) to prevent or delay the release of in-

formation that does not require protection 
in the interest of transportation security, in-
cluding basic scientific research information 
not clearly related to transportation secu-
rity.’’. 

SA 1402. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself 
and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 32, strike line 19 and all that fol-
lows through page 33, line 22, and insert the 
following: 

Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5196c), which shall 
be awarded on a competitive basis: Provided, 
That the Administrator of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency shall award fi-
nancial assistance using amounts made 
available under the heading ‘‘NATIONAL 
PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND’’ under the 
heading ‘‘FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY’’ under this title— 

(A) in accordance with section 203 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5133); and 

(B) without regard to any congressionally 
directed spending item (as defined in rule 
XLIV of the Standing Rules of the Senate) or 
any congressional earmark (as defined in 
rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives) in a committee report or joint 
explanatory statement relating to this Act. 

SA 1403. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 9, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘, of 
which $39,700,000 shall be for the Advanced 
Training Center’’. 

On page 17, line 10, strike ‘‘; and of’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘facility’’ on line 15. 

On page 19, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘, includ-
ing not less than’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘Harbor’’ on line 11. 

On page 22, line 5, strike ‘‘: Provided,’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘Iowa’’ on line 7. 

On page 31, line 19, strike ‘‘$356,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$350,000,000’’. 

On page 32, line 1, strike ‘‘, and not’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘Security Assist-
ance’’ on line 3. 

On page 32, strike line 16 and all that fol-
lows through page 33, line 22. 

On page 33, line 25, strike ‘‘which—’’ and 
all that follows through page 34, line 24, and 
insert ‘‘which, $164,500,000 is for purposes of 
training in accordance with section 1204 of 
the Implementing Recommendations of the 
9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1102), of 
which $62,500,000 shall be for the Center for 
Domestic Preparedness:’’. 

On page 47, line 23, strike ‘‘That’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘Provided further,’’ on 
page 48, line 3. 

On page 48, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘Provided 
further,’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Ini-
tiative:’’ on line 8. 

On page 75, strike line 15 and all that fol-
lows through page 77, line 16, and insert the 
following: 
SEC. 555. NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE SIMULA-

TION AND ANALYSIS CENTER. 
The amount appropriated for the National 

Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Cen-
ter under the heading ‘‘INFRASTRUCTURE PRO-
TECTION AND INFORMATION SECURITY’’ under 
the heading ‘‘NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PRO-
GRAMS DIRECTORATE’’ under title III of this 
Act is reduced by $4,000,000. 

SA 1404. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1375 submitted by Mr. 
VITTER and intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 9, lines 15 and 16, strike ‘‘, of 
which $39,700,000 shall be for the Advanced 
Training Center’’. 

On page 17, line 10, strike ‘‘; and of’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘facility’’ on line 15. 

On page 19, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘, includ-
ing not less than’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘Harbor’’ on line 12. 

On page 22, line 5, strike ‘‘: Provided,’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘Iowa’’ on line 7. 

On page 32, line 19, strike ‘‘, of which no 
less’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Arkan-
sas’’ on page 33, line 22. 

On page 33, line 25, strike ‘‘which—’’ and 
all that follows through page 34, line 24, and 
insert ‘‘which, $164,500,000 is for purposes of 
training in accordance with section 1204 of 
the Implementing Recommendations of the 
9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (6 U.S.C. 1102), of 
which $62,500,000 shall be for the Center for 
Domestic Preparedness:’’. 
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On page 47, line 23, strike ‘‘That’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘Provided further,’’ on 
page 48, line 3. 

On page 48, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘Provided 
further,’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Ini-
tiative:’’ on line 8. 

On page 77, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 556. NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE SIMULA-

TION AND ANALYSIS CENTER. 
The amount appropriated for the National 

Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Cen-
ter under the heading ‘‘INFRASTRUCTURE PRO-
TECTION AND INFORMATION SECURITY’’ under 
the heading ‘‘NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PRO-
GRAMS DIRECTORATE’’ under title III of this 
Act is reduced by $4,000,000. 

SA 1405. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 32, line 16, strike all through page 
33, line 22. 

SA 1406. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1373 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill 
H.R. 2892, making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2010, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 75, line 15, strike all through page 
77, line 16. 

SA 1407. Mr. LEAHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1371 submitted by Mr. 
SESSIONS to the amendment SA 1373 
proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 3, after line 7, add the following: 
SEC. 549. Section 610 of the Departments of 

Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1993 (8 U.S.C. 1153 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘pilot’’ each place it ap-
pears; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘for 15 
years’’. 

SA 1408. Mr. CORNYN (for himself, 
Mr. VITTER, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. WYDEN, 
and Mr. ENZI submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 1373 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. 
BYRD (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and 
Mrs. MURRAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 77, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 556ll. IMPORTATION OF CERTAIN POCKET 

KNIVES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—No department, agency, 

or instrumentality of the United States re-

ceiving appropriated funds under this Act or 
any other Act may obligate or expend in any 
way such funds to pay administrative ex-
penses or the compensation of any officer or 
employee of the United States to amend, in-
terpret, enforce or promulgate any adminis-
trative rule or action which regulates, re-
stricts, or bars from importation any knife 
under the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to prohibit 
the introduction, or manufacture for intro-
duction, into interstate commerce of switch-
blade knives, and for other purposes’’ (com-
monly known as the Federal Switchblade 
Act) (15 U.S.C. §1241 et seq.), if the knife con-
tains a spring, detent, or other mechanism 
designed to create a bias toward closure of 
the blade and that requires exertion applied 
to the blade by hand, wrist, or arm to over-
come the bias toward closure to assist in 
opening the knife. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(1) the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report that describes 
the actions taken to ensure the effective im-
plementation of this section; and 

(2) shall publish the report in the Federal 
Register. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect upon 
enactment of this Act. 

SA 1409. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. REQUIRED PARTICIPATION BY UNITED 

STATES CONTRACTORS. 
Section 402(e) of the Illegal Immigration 

Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) UNITED STATES CONTRACTORS.—Any 
person, employer, or other entity that enters 
into a contract with the Federal Government 
shall participate in the E-Verify Program 
and shall comply with the terms and condi-
tions of such election.’’. 

SA 1410. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. REVERIFICATION. 

Section 403(a) of the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(5) REVERIFICATION.—Each employer par-
ticipating in the E-Verify Program shall use 
the confirmation system to reverify the 
work authorization of any individual not 
later than 3 days after the date on which 
such individual’s employment authorization 
is scheduled to expire, as indicated by the 
documents that the individual provided to 
the employer pursuant to section 274A(b) of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1324a(b)), in accordance with the pro-
cedures otherwise applicable to the 
verification of a newly hired employee under 
this subsection.’’. 

SA 1411. Mr. LAUTENBERG sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 1373 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for Mr. BYRD (for 
himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MUR-
RAY)) to the bill H.R. 2892, making ap-
propriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2010, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC.l. None of the funds in this Act pro-
vided for Railroad Security Assistance under 
section 1513 of the Implementing Rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (Public Law 110–53) shall require a cost 
share. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources Subcommittee on National 
Parks. 

The hearing will be held on Wednes-
day, July 15, 2009, at 2:30 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills: 

S. 227, to establish the Harriet Tub-
man National Historical Park in Au-
burn, New York, and the Harriet Tub-
man Underground Railroad National 
Historical Park in Caroline, Dor-
chester, and Talbot Counties, Mary-
land, and for other purposes; 

S. 625, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish the Waco 
Mammoth National Monument in the 
State of Texas; 

S. 853, to designate additional seg-
ments and tributaries of White Clay 
Creek, in the States of Delaware and 
Pennsylvania, as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Sys-
tem; 

S. 1053, to amend the National Law 
Enforcement Museum Act to extend 
the termination date; 

S. 1117, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to provide assistance in 
implementing cultural heritage, con-
servation, and recreational activities 
in the Connecticut River watershed of 
the States of New Hampshire and 
Vermont; 

S. 1168 and H.R. 1694, to authorize the 
acquisition and protection of nation-
ally significant battlefields and associ-
ated sites of the Revolutionary War 
and the War of 1812 under the American 
Battlefield Protection Program; and 

H.R. 714, to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to lease certain lands in 
Virgin Islands National Park, and for 
other purposes. 
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Because of the limited time available 

for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150, or by email 
to annalfox@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact David Brooks at (202) 224–9863 or 
Anna Fox at (202) 224–1219. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN: Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

The hearing will be held on Tuesday, 
July 21, 2008, at 10 a.m., in room SD–366 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to con-
sider the preparedness of Federal land 
management agencies for the 2009 wild-
fire season and to receive testimony on 
S. 561 and H.R. 1404, the Federal Land 
Assistance, Management and Enhance-
ment Act. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150, or by e-mail 
to annalfox@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Anna Fox at (202) 224–1219 or Scott 
Miller at 202–2245488. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
July 7, 2009, at 10 a.m. in room 328A of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED FORCES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 9:30 
a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
July 7, 2009. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
July 7, 2009, at 10 a.m. in room 406 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building to 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Moving Amer-
ica toward a Clean Energy Economy 
and Reducing Global Warming Pollu-
tion: Legislative Tools.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 10 
a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 2:15 
p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 3 
p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 10 a.m., in 
room 325 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, COMPETITION 
POLICY, AND CONSUMER RIGHTS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee on Antitrust, Competition 
Policy, and Consumer Rights, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, on July 7, 2009, at 2:30 p.m., 
in room SD–226 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘The Bowl Championship Se-
ries: Is it Fair and In Compliance with 
Antitrust Law?’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN-

AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED-
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU-
RITY 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on 
Federal Financial Management, Gov-
ernment Information, Federal Serv-
ices, and International Security be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 
2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing entitled, 
‘‘From Strategy to Implementation: 
Strengthening U.S.-Pakistan Rela-
tions.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS, ATMOSPHERE, 
FISHERIES, AND COAST GUARD 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, 
Fisheries, and Coast Guard of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, July 7, 2009, at 9:30 a.m., in 
room 253 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-

sent that Arex Avanni, a detailee from 
the Coast Guard to the Homeland Secu-
rity Subcommittee, be granted the 
privilege of the floor during debate on 
the pending legislation, the fiscal year 
2010 Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask unanimous 
consent that Carol Cribbs on the Ap-
propriations Committee staff be grant-
ed the privilege of the floor during the 
consideration of the fiscal year 2010 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill 
and any votes in relation thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Tara Magner, 
a consultant on the staff of Senator 
LEAHY’s Judiciary Committee staff, be 
granted the privileges of the floor for 
the remainder of this work period, 
until August 8, 2009. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE NATIONAL EYE 
INSTITUTE AND SUPPORTING 
THE DECADE OF VISION 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the Senate now 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 209, which was sub-
mitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 209) recognizing the 

40th anniversary of the National Eye Insti-
tute and expressing support of the designa-
tion of the years 2011 through 2020 as the 
‘‘Decade of Vision.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, and the motions 
to reconsider be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 209) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 209 

Whereas vision impairment and eye disease 
are major public health problems, especially 
due to the aging of the population; 

Whereas there is a disproportionate inci-
dence of eye disease in minority populations; 

Whereas vision loss as a result of diabetes 
and other chronic diseases costs the people 
of the United States $68,000,000,000 each year 
in health care expenses, lost productivity, 
reduced independence, diminished quality of 
life, increased depression, and accelerated 
mortality; 

Whereas approximately 38,000,000 people in 
the United States over 40 years of age cur-
rently experience blindness, low-vision, or an 
age-related eye disease, and this number is 
expected to grow to 50,000,000 by 2020, as the 
tidal wave of approximately 78,000,000 baby 
boomers who will begin to reach 65 years of 
age in 2010, many of whom will continue 
working well beyond age 65, crashes; 

Whereas, in public opinion polls conducted 
during the past 40 years, people in the United 
States have consistently identified fear of vi-
sion loss as second only to fear of cancer, 
and, as recently as 2008, a study by the Na-
tional Eye Institute showed that 71 percent 
of respondents indicated that a loss of eye-
sight would have the greatest impact on 
their life; 

Whereas, with wisdom and foresight, Con-
gress passed an Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide for the establishment of a National Eye 
Institute in the National Institutes of 
Health’’ (Public Law 90–489; 82 Stat. 771), 
which was signed into law by President 
Johnson on August 16, 1968; 

Whereas the National Eye Institute (in 
this resolution referred to as the ‘‘NEI’’) held 
the first meeting of the National Advisory 
Eye Council on April 3, 1969; 

Whereas the NEI leads the Federal com-
mitment to basic and clinical research, re-
search training, and other programs with re-
spect to blinding eye diseases, visual dis-
orders, mechanisms of visual function, pres-
ervation of sight, and the special health 
problems and needs of individuals who are 
visually-impaired or blind; 

Whereas the NEI disseminates information 
aimed at the prevention of blindness, specifi-
cally through public and professional edu-
cation facilitated by the National Eye 
Health Education Program; 

Whereas the NEI maximizes Federal fund-
ing by devoting 85 percent of its budget to 
extramural research that addresses a wide 
variety of eye and vision disorders, including 
‘‘back of the eye’’ retinal and optic nerve 
disease, such as age-related macular degen-
eration, glaucoma, and diabetic retinopathy, 
and concomitant low vision, and ‘‘front of 
the eye’’ disease, including corneal, lens, 
cataract, and refractive errors; 

Whereas research by the NEI benefits chil-
dren, including premature infants born with 
retinopathy and school children with ambly-
opia (commonly known as ‘‘lazy eye’’); 

Whereas the NEI benefits older people in 
the United States by predicting, preventing, 
and preempting aging eye disease, thereby 
enabling more productive lives and reducing 
Medicare costs; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in basic 
research, working with the Human Genome 
Project of the National Institutes of Health 
to translate discoveries of genes related to 
eye disease and vision impairment, which 
make up 1⁄4 of genes discovered to date, into 
diagnostic and treatment modalities; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in clin-
ical research, funding more than 60 clinical 
trials (including a series of Diabetic Retinop-
athy Clinical Trials Networks, in association 
with the National Institute for Diabetes and 
Digestive and Kidney Disorders) which have 
developed treatment strategies that have 
been determined by the NEI to be 90 percent 
effective and to save an estimated 
$1,600,000,000 each year in blindness and vi-
sion impairment disability costs; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in pre-
vention research, having reported from the 
first phase of its Age-Related Eye Disease 
Study that high levels of dietary zinc and 
anti-oxidant vitamins reduced vision loss in 
individuals at high risk for developing ad-
vanced age-related macular degeneration by 
25 percent, and, in the second phase of Age- 
Related Eye Disease Study, studying the im-
pact of other nutritional supplements; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in epi-
demiologic research, identifying the basis 
and progression of eye disease and the dis-
proportionate incidence of eye disease in mi-
nority populations, so that informed public 
health policy decisions can be made regard-
ing prevention, early diagnosis, and treat-
ment; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research across the National In-
stitutes of Health, working with the Na-
tional Cancer Institute and the National 
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute to identify 
factors that promote or inhibit new blood 
vessel growth, which has resulted in the first 
generation of ophthalmic drugs approved by 
the Food and Drug Administration to inhibit 
abnormal blood vessel growth in the form of 
age-related macular degeneration commonly 
known as the ‘‘wet’’ form of age-related 
macular degeneration, thereby stabilizing, 
and often restoring, vision; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research with other Federal enti-
ties, and its bioengineering research partner-
ship with the National Science Foundation 
and the Department of Energy has resulted 
in a retinal chip implant, referred to as the 
‘‘Bionic Eye’’, that has enabled individuals 
who have been blind for decades to perceive 
visual images; 

Whereas the NEI has been a leader in col-
laborative research with private funding en-
tities, and its human gene therapy trial with 
the Foundation Fighting Blindness for indi-
viduals with Leber Congenital Amaurosis, a 
rapid retinal degeneration that blinds in-
fants in their first year of life, has dem-
onstrated measurable vision improvement 
even within the initial safety trials; 

Whereas, from 2011 through 2020, the people 
of the United States will face unprecedented 
public health challenges associated with 
aging, health disparities, and chronic dis-
ease; and 

Whereas Federal support by the NEI and 
related agencies within the Department of 
Health and Human Services is essential for 
prevention, early detection, access to treat-
ment and rehabilitation, and research associ-

ated with vision impairment and eye disease: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the 40th anniversary of the 

NEI, commends the NEI for its leadership, 
and supports the mission of the NEI to pre-
vent blindness and to save and restore vi-
sion; 

(2) supports the designation of the years 
2011 through 2020 as the ‘‘Decade of Vision’’, 
to— 

(A) maintain a sustained awareness of the 
unprecedented public health challenges asso-
ciated with vision impairment and eye dis-
ease; and 

(B) emphasize the need for Federal support 
for prevention, early detection, access to 
treatment and rehabilitation, and research; 
and 

(3) commends the National Alliance for 
Eye and Vision Research, also known as the 
‘‘Friends of the National Eye Institute’’, for 
its efforts to expand awareness of the inci-
dence and economic burden of eye disease 
through its Decade of Vision 2011–2020 Initia-
tive. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JULY 8, 
2009 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow, July 8; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and there be a period of morning busi-
ness for 1 hour with the time equally 
divided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first half and 
the majority controlling the final half, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each; further, fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate 
resume consideration of H.R. 2892, the 
Homeland Security appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, tomor-

row we will resume consideration of 
the Homeland Security appropriations 
bill. Under the previous order, there 
will be two votes tomorrow morning 
around 10:40 a.m. in relation to two 
amendments: Sessions No. 1371 and 
DeMint No. 1399. As we continue work-
ing on the Homeland Security appro-
priations bill, additional votes are pos-
sible throughout the day. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BROWN. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate ad-
journ under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:06 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, July 8, 2009, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate: 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUSAN L. KURLAND, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE ANDREW B. 
STEINBERG. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

MATTHEW WINTHROP BARZUN, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO SWEDEN. 

WILLIAM CARLTON EACHO, III, OF MARYLAND, TO BE 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC 
OF AUSTRIA. 

FAY HARTOG-LEVIN, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE KINGDOM OF THE 
NETHERLANDS. 

PATRICIA NEWTON MOLLER, OF ARKANSAS, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF GUINEA. 

MICHAEL H. POSNER, OF NEW YORK, TO BE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEMOCRACY, HUMAN 
RIGHTS, AND LABOR, VICE DAVID J. KRAMER, RESIGNED. 

STEPHEN J. RAPP, OF IOWA, TO BE AMBASSADOR AT 
LARGE FOR WAR CRIMES ISSUES, VICE JOHN CLINT 
WILLIAMSON, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

ALEXA E. POSNY, OF KANSAS, TO BE ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE 
SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, VICE TRACY 
RALPH JUSTESEN. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

ALEXANDER G. GARZA, OF MISSOURI, TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH AFFAIRS AND CHIEF MED-
ICAL OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, 
VICE JEFFREY WILLIAM RUNGE. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS DEPUTY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, UNITED 
STATES ARMY AND FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE SERV-
ING AS DEPUTY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, UNITED 
STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN ACCORD-
ANCE WITH TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 3037, 3064, AND 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. CLYDE J. TATE II 
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